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In the present work an attempt has been made to give a complete 
account of one of the principal schools of Indian philosophy, in the shape 
of its original source and authoritative commentaries. It is apprehended 
that, in tin, hurry of a busy official life, full justice has not been done 
to the undertaking, I am aware of the many imperfections appearing 
in the work, and no one will be more sorry than myself, if my translation 
leads to any misconception of the tenets of the author of the System. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


I 


1. KANaDA : HIS AGE AND PARENTAGE, ETC. 

The Vai&e&ika is one of the well-known Six Schools of Hindu philosophy* 

It was first presented to the civilised world by the great sage AulUkya , other¬ 
wise known as Ka$yapa } and, still better, as Kandda , in the form of more or 
less three hundred and seventy Sdtrasox short, pithy sayings. Of the author of 
these aphorisms, very little can be known at the present day. It would appear, 
from the distinctive appellations by which he is recognised in the vast field of 
Sanskrit Literature, that he was the son * of Uluka and a scion of the highly 
spiritual family of Ka&yapa.f He resided at Prabha$at> possibly the modern 
Pabhosa in the Allahabad district (fcr an account of which, see the Modern Review 
for June 1909), and was thedisciplet of Soma &arma who was an incarnation}: 

* The word AuWcya is derived from the word Uliilca with the affix Yan , according to 
the rule of. Payim th&b words, denoting the lineal, male descendants of Garga and others, 

are derived from the words Gary a and others with the affix Yan ( ■■ v * u -Q5.); 

and the word Uluka also is read amongst i Garga and others.’ Now, it can be very easily 
shown that. Auldkya is noao else than Ka uida himself. Thus, in the koia, a lexicon of 4 bat 
name, we And, 44 that the name Aalilkya should be im&evswwym 

denote the Vaiieyika. In the N yaya-Vartika also it has boon declared, “ 

WWfr* WWfJTm* on which Miim 

comments that the word 1 shows that the above is not the view >f the Ntjaya 

School who maintain that co nbinatioa is perceptible to the senses, but th st of Aultiky 
And in the commentary of Sankara Miira oh the aphorisms 20 and 26 of the s 
of the seventh book, we shall find that, according to Kandda , combination < *» super-sen¬ 
sible. Combination is, again, referred to as the conclusion of Aalilkya , in 

Bhatta Kumdrila's gloss to Tantra-Vdrtika , I. i. 4. In Hemachandm'n Abhidhdna- Ohintamanl 
also, the Vaisesilcas are called AiMkyas. And, lastly, in the Surva-Darsand-Sa |, 
Mddhava-Achdrya gives an account of the philosophical theories of Kandda mder v h< 
heading of Au\dkya*Dariana. 

| The word Kdsyapa is also derived, in the sense of a lineal, male descendant, 
from the word Kaiyapa with the affix ai, according to the rule of Pdnini, rT^rTc^RcJr^r, 
That it refers to Kardda is also equally obvious. The lexicon Trik<jLnda-iexa has it 
3Sl^TO ; that Kandda and Kdsyapa are one and the same individual. The 

dictum, ^rsg<ftS3T# : l , ’--that Kdiyapa has declared a contradic¬ 

tory, or an unproved, or a doubtful mark to be no mark—embodies the view of Kandda 
(vide Ka Hida-Siltras, III. i. 17. Upaskara). And in the Kira-'dpaU, in connection with 
the ascertainment of marks in the chapter on Inference, Udayana-Acharya also quotes 
this dictum and attributes it to Kandda. 

imwi ts^Ith: \ aMrarra *r»TR*Tr 11 ^ n 

rr^rfqf w * mm: 1 m q? * n u 
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Lord &/va. He lived a pigeon-life*, and used for his daily bread 
panicles of rice lying scattered on public streets. That is why he came to be 
ceiled by the significant surname of Randda* with its variant Kana-bhuk or 
Randbhak$a, meaning one who feeds upon particles. By such austerities he 
pleased the mighty Lord &/va, the Grand Master of all learning, who, appearing 
in the form of an owl, as traditiomhas it, delivered to him the truths about the 
Six Pi edicables, viz., Substance, Attribute, Action, Genus, Species, and Combi¬ 
nation, and appointed him to compose a treatise, embodying those truths for the 
benefit of the world, I bus, under the grace of God*}* and by His appointment, 
the great sage Randda composed the Sutras of the VaUe$ika system. 

Now, about the popularity and antiquity of the Randda Sutras, there can 
be no reasonable doubt. The references that vve find to it in the Vayu-Purdna, 
a ma- urana, Devi-Bhagavata t Mahabharata, &ritnad-Bhdgavaia, and other 
popular, ancient writings, bear infallible testimony to its antiquity, and to the 
popularity ai,d wide currency at one time attained by it. Even at the present 
moment, the l ’aise&ika, with its sister system of Nydya , largely dominates the 
thought of teachers and pupils alike in all the seats of ancient learning, I mean 
the lots and chatuspafhis, in Bengal. One may not be disposed, however, to accept 
the authority ol the Putdnas and other writings of that class on the question of 
chronology, nor do we ask our readers to do so. But still it can be laid down, 
with some degtee of practical certainty, first, that the Vaigesika is the oldest of 

all the six principal systems of Hindu Philosophy, and, secondly, that it is at 

Jca^L-ihree thousand years old* 

. regards our first proposition ; In the Veddnta-Sdtras , the great 

Fydsa has ofrectly attacked the theories of Randda in these aphorisms^ : “Or 

PTRtW ll By the way, we should notice here that the word Kay a da 

Ins been otherwise interpreted by some as meaning Atom-eater, and it is suggested 
that the a at nor of the \ ais e$ika-S lit ra s is called by that name because he has propounded 
the theory ot atoms. 

f There is a mass of evidence behind this traditional divine origin of the Vaisesika 
Philosophy, V ide I. i. 4, 0p^$kdra, In the concluding verse of his Bh&yya, Prasastapdda 
in paying homage to Kcrnida , has alluded to this tradition: ^ 

rTW •T** : And in the Tikd of Nyayu-karidali , lid jade- 

khara, also has said : S^fSl 

*c^h33f i ^3 

tVeddnta-SiUras , II. ii. 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17. Vide vol. XXXIV of the Sacred 
Books of the East . With regard to this and the following criticisms of the Vaidesika 
Darsava , we feel inclined to make only one observation. It seems to us that all this 
criticism proceeds upon a misconception or misconstruction of the position of Kaydda 
due to oversight of the definite limitation, which we hope we shall be able to establish, 
of his standpoint and of the scope and province of his enquiry. We believe also that 
such misconception and misconstruction did not exist on the part of the critics themselves, 
but in the school which followed and advocated the system of Kaydda and against whom 
the criticisms were accordingly directed. 
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World may originate from Brahman) as the great and the long originate 
from the short and the atomic.” “ In both cases also (in the cases of the 
adrista inhering either in the atoms or the soul) action (of the atoms) is not 
possible ; hence absence of that (viz., creation and pralaya).” “ And because in 
consequence of Samavaya being admitted a regressus in infinitum results from 
parity of reasoning.” “And on account of the permanent existence (of activity 
or non-activity). M “And on account of the atoms having colour, etc., the reverse 
(of the Vai^esika tenet would take place); as thus it is observed.” “And as there 
are difficulties in'both cases.” “ And as (the atomic theory) is not accepted (by 
any authoritative persons) it is to be disregarded altogether.” In the Samkhya « 
Sutra of Kapila, again, the Vatiefiha theories of Six Predicables, Salvation, Ul¬ 
timate Atoms, External Perception, Combination, etc., are similarly quoted and 
criticised ; e.g. t “ We do not hold the theory of Six Predicables, like the Vai&esikas 
and others “ There is no uniformity of Six Predicables ; nor does Salvation 
(result) from knowledge of them 9 , f —“Atoms are not eternal, because there is 
Vedic evidence that they are effects Indivisibility (does) not (belong to 

them), being effects The law of Perception is not confined to colour ”||— 
“Combination does not exist, there being no proof,etc.— {Sdirjikhya-Sulram, I. 
25, 8 5 ,$7, % 99, etc.) The Yoga philosophy of Putaftjah§ again admittedly 

comes later than the S&nxkhya. Next, in the P urva-mim ansa-darSana, “(Sound), 
some say, (is produced from) action, as it is observed therein,”/ and other 
aphorisms of Jaimini are particularly directed against the Vai&egika theory of the 
non-eternality of sound. The priority of the Vaigegika to the PJydya perhaps is 
not so obvious. Max Muller seems inclined to the view that the Vaisegika came 
after the Nyaya and other systems. For, in his Six Systems of Indian Philosophy , 
that great orientalist observes : "It (/Canada's system) does not contain much 
that is peculiar to it, and seems to presuppose much that we found already 
in the other systems. Even the theory of Anus or atoms, generally cited as its 
peculiar character, was evidently known to the Nyaya, though it is more fully 
developed by the Vai^esikas.” But it is abundantly clear from what we have 
indicated above that the first proposition of Max Muller is not tenable, and we 
shall presently see that there is virtually no justification for holding the second 


’ * to 11 ^ t ^ u 

t h ibid . 11 H1 ^ H 

+ u ma. <( i *;« u 

§ h PT*rfrr?f h ibid, i \ 11 

II n II ibid.* I St || 

f sratratefej JifirwTrfni. 11 ibid. * i it u 

$ The great Bongali antiquarian Dr. Rajendralala Mitra fixes the age of Pataniali 
at three centuries before Christ. Vide the preface to his edition of the Yoga Aphorisms of 
Patanjali. * 

i zfiik 5f» II , 










a%6. The verses of the Vayu-purana cited on page i, foot-note $, go to show 
that Kanada and Akgapada , the author of the Nydya system, were con¬ 
temporaries and fellow students. A comparison of the two parallel systems 
of thought evolved by them respectively leads us to the conclusion that the 
Nydya of Akfapada made its appearance after the Vai&egika of Kanada . For 
we find that the method of inference which is briefly and imperfectly indicated 
in the Vai&epka, is more fully and elaborately developed in the Nydya. This 
is also the case with regard to the non-eternality of sound, the investigation of 
the soul, and other important topics. Again, whereas the Vai^egika recognises 
only three* kinds of fallacies of marks of inference, the Nydya admits fivef of 
them and establishes their existence at great length. Had the Vai&esika come 
after the Nydya , then, the five-foldness of those fallacies would, in all probability, 
have been specifically confuted in it, and their three-foldness vindicated by 
cogent arguments. It therefore follows that Kanada showed the way to 
Ak$apdda t at any rate, that what was begun by the former was completed by 
the latter. We are confirmed in this conclusion by the observationst of the 
erudite Vdtsydyana while commenting upon the Nydya Sulram% 1 . i. 9, which 
runs thus: 44 Soul, Body, Sense, Object, Reason, Mind, Activity or Inclination, 

Fault, Re-incarnation, Fruits of Action, Pain, and Emancipation,—these are 
thfhgs to be known.” Vdtsydyana sees the incompleteness of the enumeration 
and adds to it Substance, Attribute, Action, Genus, Species, and Combination,— 
the six Predicables enumerated by Kanada ,—thereby showing that the Nydya 
presupposes the Vo degiha ) and not vice versa , as Max Miiller seems to think. 

We shall next discuss the age of Kanada and see what justification there 
is for the assumed validity of the second proposition advanced by us. The 
simplicity of his diction and the aphoristic form of his writing, while Dargana 
or philosophy, professedly so called, was just making its appearance into the 
thinking world, all, of course, unmistakeably point to a definite period in the 
history of Sanskrit Literature. But unfortunately no reliable theory has been 
as yet reached regarding the development of the Sanskrit language, and a 
History of Sanskrit Literature still remains a desideratum. We, therefore, 
turn to the researches of oriental scholars, both European and Indian, before 
we proceed to hazard any theory in the matter. Now, in 1885, Professor 
Leumann published an article on 44 The old reports on the Schisms of the 
Jainas ” in the Indische Studein (XVII, pp. 91-135) Among the various 
heresies there mentioned, the sixth was founded by the author of the Vaisesika- 

* H Ka'&da S>&tram, III. i. 15. 

t u \ i ^ i v u *1 

Nyaya-Stitrcim, I. ii. 4, et seq. 

' j * « * « srcsiHPffa i ^rcR- 
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a y of the ChaulQ race, and hence called ChaulQga. (Is ChaulOga a degraded 
form of AulOkya ?) The author Jinabhadra also mentions 144 so-called points 
of the Vciidegika system. Jinabhadra’s date is fixed by Professor Leumann 
in the eighth century A.D Again, Haribhadra, a Br&hmana convert to Jainism, 
has left us a work called Sad-Dardana-Samuchchaya-Sutratn % in which the 
Vaidesika-Dardana finds a place. Haribhadra died in 1055 of the Vira era, i.e. f 
585 Samvat , that is, 528 A. D. Lastly, in an account of king Kaniska 
(85-106 A. D.) and his Great Council under Vasumitra and POrnaka, we read 
that there was at that time in K&gmira a Buddhist of the name of Sotra, who 
is said to have belonged to the Vaidegika School. This would prove the 
existence of the Vaidesika Philosophy in the first century A. D. The account 
is taken from Sumpdhi Choijung, and the same authority states that after the 
death of Kaniska, a rich householder of the name of Jati who lived at Atfva- 
Paranta, in the north, invited Vasumitra, a monk of the Vaide$ika school, from 
Maru in the west, and another, Ghosasangha, from Bactria, and supported the 
native clergy, consisting of three hundred thousand monks for a period of ten 
years. (Vide Journal of Buddhist Text-Society, Vol. I, pp, 1, et seq., part 3, 
p. 19.) Thus on the result of modern researches, the Vaidegika would be two 
thousand years old. But we need not stop there. We have just now seen 
over what a vast range of country and people the Vaid^ika spread, and how 
it was still flourishing in the midst of insurgent Jainism. We have also seen 
that the Va/degika philosophy was propounded long before the Yoga system 
of Pataftjali y and that the age of the Yoga is fixed in the third century before 
Christ. There is, moreover, reason for believing that the V aidegika was 
prevalent prior to the advent of Buddhism, and survived the moral and 
intellectual revolution wrought by propagandists of the Bauddha School. For, 
the Vaidegika does not consciously labour under the turmoil of that Buddhistic 
revolution ; and although some of its teachings may appear to have reference 
to the theories of the Bauddha Philosophy,* it is possible that they have in view 
only the germs of Buddhism latent in the Upant$als and other older writings, 


* In the December number (1910) of tlie Journal of the American Oriental Society , 
Hermann Jacobi, Professor in the University of Bonn, Germany, has contributed a very 
thoughtful article on The Dates of the Philosophical Sutras of the BrahmCi 'S. There is 
much in it which goes to strengthen our position with regard to the date of the Vuisexika- 
Darsana, Por instance, the writer concludes that the Vaisesika is ‘probably as old as,* 
or ‘rather somewhat older * than, the Nyayu-Varscina ; for V. D. iv. i. 6 is twice quoted 
by V&tsyayana, namely in his comment on N. D. III. i. 33 and 67, and V. D. HI. i. 16 is 
quoted by him in his comment on N. D. II. ii. 34, and the Uddyotakara quotes the Y. D. 
several times simply as the SOtra or Sastra, and once calls its author Paramarsi, a title 
accorded only to ancient writers of the highest authority.” But we cannot accept the 
ultimate result of the writer’s researches into the age of the philosophical SOtras, namely, 
that the V a is etfka-Da rsu na was composed between 200 and 450 A. D. We have* already 
given our reasons to the contrary. We will here simply show that the argument in 
support of the writer’s theory is invalid and inconclusive. The argument shortly is as 
follows ; We are sufficiently acquainted with Buddhist philosophy and its history 
♦ 
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nfar that they have been read into the aphorisms of Kanada by his commen¬ 
tators and glossators). Regard being had, therefore, to all these circumstances 
the age of Kanada-Suham may be generally fixed tu lie between the sixth 
and the tenth century before Christ. 


2. THE VAISESIKA : WHY IT IS SO CALLED. 

The word Vais'egika is derived from the word visesa with the affix thak ) 
according to the rule* of Pdnini that to denote a book treating of a particular 
subject, the affix thah is applied to the word denoting that subject. It is, there¬ 
fore, obvious that the Aphorisms of Kanada is called the Vaisesika philosophy, 
because the principal subject treated therein is visesa , one of the Six Predi¬ 
cables enumerated by the author. The distinctive character of this system 
lies in its theory of the vis'tsa* We shall try to understand later on what 
Kanada's conception of the videsa exactly is; here we should only direct the 
reader’s attention to the sixth aphorismf of the second chapter, of the first 

The philosophy of Madhyamika Buddhists was t ftnyaiada, Nihilism or lllusionism, namely, 
that the objects ol perception are non-entities ora mere void. This system was 
established by Niigarjuna, who flourished about the end of the second century A. D. On 
the other hand, the Vijndnazddu of the Yogachara Buddhists declares that external 
objects are produced, so far as our consciousness is concerned, by ideas existing indepen¬ 
dently of them. It was established by Asahga and his younger Vasubandhu during the 
latter part of the fifth century A. D. But the Vatiesika-Darsana maintains the realistic 
view that by perception we become truly cognizant of real objects, and in connection 
with that, controverts the SfinySvada, but does not refer to the Yijnanavfida. It follows, 
therefore,.th&t'it musf'have been composed between 200 and 450 A.D. 

We, on the contrary, contend that the Veda has been the one source of all the 
philosophical theories including the above Buddhist philosophies, that have made their 
appearance on the indi&h soil, and that, therefore, the method adopted by the writer is 
inconclusive. Even if wo do not take the Veda into account, still the argument of the 
writer is not sound. The Yaiscni/fa-Daisawn, it is significant to note, docs not directly 
refer to, not to say, discuss, the kftnyavada, which certainly would not have been the 
case, had it been a fact that the former was composed after the definite establishment of 
the school of Nihilism. It may be also pointed out in passing' that as there is in the 
Vaise$ika-Davsanct reference to the theory of Nihilism, so there is also to the other theory, 
namely Idealism (Ka\>&da sittm, III. i. 18). This is inconsistent with the writer’s position, 
and consistent with ours. Lastly, it is equally possible, nay, more, than probable, we 
should say, having regard to the natural development of human thought, that the 
Realism of the Vaisesifca philosophy was not preceded, but, on the contrary, was followed, 
by the Nihilism and Idealism of the Buddhist schools. Acharya Sankara, the great 
commentator of the Veddnta-Sfitras, seems to have taken the same view as ourselves. For 
in his commentary on the Vedanta Sdtru, II. ii. 1$, he observes : “That (the Vai-»esika) 
doctrine may be called semi-destructive (or semi-nihilistic). That the more thorough 
doctrine which teaches universal non r permanency (Sfinyavada) is even less worthy of 
being taken into consideration, we now proceed to show,” 

n ] i!i - 8 ?- 
t fi. 6, 
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book of Kanada-Sutram : “(The statement of Genus and Species has been 
made) with the exception of the Final Species.” 


Max Muller, however, observes as follows: “It may be that the name 
of Vaisesika was given to Kanftda’s philosophy from the differences, or visesas 
which he establishes between substances, qualities, and actions, or it may be, 
from Vigesa as a name of individual things, applicable therefore to atoms. 
But this, in the absence of decisive evidence, must for the present remain 
undetermined.” Another writer has opined that videsa is a name for the 
paratna amt or ultimate atom, and that the system of Kanada is called the 
Vdi&fika or Atomistic philosophy, because it teaches the theory of atoms. But 
these suggestions are so palpably erroneous and absurd, as it will be after¬ 
wards seen, that we need not take the trouble to show them up. 


3. THE PHILOSOPHY OP KANADA : ITS STANDPOINT, SCOPE, 
PROVINCE, AND METHOD* 

Philosophy is, as Aristotle puts it, the science of principles and of causes, 
Its office is the investigation of Being as Being: the universal essence of the 
real. The Sanskrit word for Philosophy is Dars'ana. In the lexicon Medini 
the different meanings of ‘Dtndana' are given as “ the eye, dream, intelligence, 
meri t, cognition, mirror, and &astra or system.” In the &rimat/.Bhdgava/ani, 
P 5 8 ., the word is used in the sense of knowledge also. And the idea of a 
§ds/ra, in the sense in which it is descriptive of a philosophical writing, is 
that it is a system of discriminative thinking about things, evolved in the 
course of a series of discourses between the teacher and the pupils. Incidentally 
we may observe here that the by means of which the expressly so 

called philosophical systems have been preserved and promulgated, are only 
so many short-hand memoranda of the truths delivered by the various teachers 
in response to the needs, queries, curiosities, doubts, expectancies, and 
apprehensions of their respective pupils, and thus present to us only one 
side of the question, thereby making the task of the commentator and the 
reader all the more difficult. The function of these systems of thought, how- 
evei, is to teach latlva-jn&nam or cognition of reality, the real that is immanent 
in the irrational evolution of names and forms, in other words, the founda¬ 
tion of the Non-Ego as contradistinguished from the Ego; with the ultimate 
object of thereby facilitating and accomplishing the spiritual intuition of the 
Self by way of either comparison or contrast, as the case may be. Herein 
consists the essential agreement amongst the six systems of Hindu philosophy 
however much they may differ with regard to particular tenets. And to those 

* Read Ka idda-8 utmm, I. i. 1, 2, 3, 4. V. ii. 16. VI. ii. 16. X. ii. 8, 0. -- 

f Tito definition of a Stitrain: 
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o think that these systems are at daggers drawn with one another, the 
reply may be given, once and for all, in the felicitous language of Max Muller : 
u The longer I have studied the various systems, the more have I become 
impressed with the truth of the view taken by Vijnana-Bhikshu and others 
that there is behind the variety of the six systems a common fund of what may 
be called a national or popular philosophy, a large Manasa lake of philosophi¬ 
cal thought and language, far away in the distant North, and in the distant 
past, from which each thinker was allowed to draw for his own purposes.*' 


(a) Standpoint: 

The Vaiscsika philosophy looks at things from a particular, well-defined 
point of view. It is the point of view of those to whom the lectures of Kanada 
were addressed. It is*not, therefore, so much a complete, independent system 
of philosophic thought, as an elaboration, an application, according to the 
immediate environment of its' origin, of the teachings of the Vedic and other 
ancient sages who had gone before its author. At its back there lies a whole 
system of thought which, ever since its development or revelation even up to 
the present moment, has constituted the very fabric of Hindu social and 
domestic life and organisation. The existence of G xJ, the immortality of the 
S< >ul, Transmigration, Providence, Creation, and many other weighty problems 
of philosophy, do not directly come up for consideration Jm the system of 
Kanada , not that his mind is absolutely blank on those points or that he fails 
to realize their importance for the well-being ofhis disciples, but because they 
are practically accepted by him as so many postulates of his system. For 
philosophy,with him, as also with the authors of the other systems, is not 
a mere intellectual pursuit, a speculative science, but is intended to serve an 
entirely practical purpose of the utmost importance. Readers should bear 
this in mind when they institute comparisons, which can otherwise be only 
superficial, between one system of Indian Philosophy and another, and between 
the philosophies of India and Europe, Now, Kanada has got waiting upon 
him a class of disciples who have reached a definite stage in the spiritual 
education of the Self. They bear spotless character, and are pure In conduct. 
They have awakened to a sense of their state of bondage in the evolution of 
the universe; they have realized that the inexorable law of karma drags 
along, as it were, the jiva i the embodied soul, from one state of existence to 
another, and so on, and that the course of these recurrent existences cannot 
be arrested otherwise than by the unf >ldment of the nature of the Self, inas¬ 
much as the various bodies assumed are so many * vehicles of action’, and the 
environments in which they appear, so many appropriate fields for the ex¬ 
perience of the fruits of action merited in previous births, so that when the 
Self comes to be aware of its own nature and, thereby placing itself in direct 
opposition to the Not-self, gets free from the trammels of karma by renouncing 
it, then all the troubles of worldly existence are at an end ; as it has been said : 
“ If a person knows the ielf as *1 am/ then, for what purpose, desiring which, 
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will lie suffer along with the body?”* Spiritual evolution of the Self, again, in¬ 
volves a process, and depends upon the assimilation of the truth about the Self. 
Accordingly Ydjmvalkya eloquently preached to h>s favourite consort, “ The Self, 
O Maitreyi, should be beheld, should be heard about, should be discriminated in 
thought, and should be constantly meditated upon ”+ Brihat Aranyaka Upantfat 
II. tv. 5). Herein he, one of the greatest teachers of his time, indicates also 
the successive steps tcfwards the beholding, the immediate vision, in other 
words, the realisation, of the Self. These are (i) Qravana, hearing, that is, the 
acquisition of information about the self from authoritative external sources, eg., 
by the study of the Vedas, the Swrdts , the Purfinas, the 1/thQ.sas, and such 
other writings; (2) Manana, application of the internal organ, the mind, to the 
information so acquired, in other words, intelligent discrimination between the 
passing and the permanent, the Not-Se!f and the Self; and (3) Ntdtdhydsana, 
constant meditation on the permanent, the Self, in other words, absorbing atten¬ 
tion to the awakening, as it were, of the dormant Self. The disciples that stand 
before Kandda, have realized the painfulness and abnormality, so to say, of 
human existence, and, in their eagerness and anxiety to get free, once and for 
all, from the coil of mortality, have studied the Vedas, the Smritis, the 
Pur&nas, the Ili/t&sas, and other authoritative writings, and learnt therefrom 
that the Spiritual intuition of the Self is the only means of attaining mokta, 
salvation. They respectfully ask the very kind-hearted sage Kanada to teach 
them how spiritual intuition of the Self may be possible for them. Kanada 
starts from this point, and herein lies the limit to the universal application of 
the Vatiesika system as well as the unfairness of estimating it by the standard 
of universal applicability. Kandda, however, addressing those earnest seekers 
after Salvation, says that what they stand in immediate need of, is Manana , 
intelligent discrimination between the Self and the Not-Self, that Manana re¬ 
quires ta/lva-jndna, or knowledge of truth about the Self and Not-Self, which 
ultimately leads to the attainment of salvation, and that he will, therefore, teach 
them primarily the truth about the Self and Not-Self, seeing that they have 
already cultivated the habit of purity in thought, speech, and deed, by the 
observance of precepts and prohibitions. This is the origin of the Vuje$ika 
System. Its standpoint, therefore, is in the first place, a thoroughly practical 
one. Kanada is not a mere philosopher, lover of wisdom, but verily a light on 
the path ; nor are his disciples also mere lovers of wisdom, but travellers on 
their journey on ward. In the second place, his standpoint is spiritual. I he 
Spirit, the Self, is his look out, and not the Not-Self; he analyses and explains 
the Not-Self only to eliminate it, so that purely the Self may remain. And, in 
the third place, his standpoint is individualistic. That is to say, he necessarily 


II —Brihaddranyaka Upavigat, IV. iv. 12. 
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cognises that the Karma of no two individuals is the same, and accordingly 
untertakes to teach, in a general way, how it may be possible for each in¬ 
dividual, embodied Soul to attain moksa or salvation by mea is of tallva-jitflna 
or knowledge of the truth about the Self and the Not-self. 


[b) Scope : 

The scope of the Vaise&iha Dar&ana has been sufficiently indicated above. 
Its remote object is to teach what mok$a or salvation is, and also how to attain 
it. Immediately, however, it teaches tattva-jnana; and as moksa and tallva- 
jfiana both depend upon dharma accompanied with adharma , or right conduct, 
it also defines dharma and adharma y and otherwise indicates their sources and 
characteristics. The limitation of the scope of Kandda*s enquiry will be pre¬ 
sently pointed out below. 


(c) Province : 

In one sense, the whole t{ choir of heaven and furniture of earth ” fall 
within the province of the Vaisesika, as indeed of all, Philosophy. It embraces 
all nameable things within its purview, and resolves them into their relatively 
ultimate elements, and proceeds no further. We shall explain what we mean 
by saying relatively * The Hindu conception of the creation and dissolution of 
the world and its relation to God is too big a theme to be adequately or appro¬ 
priately dealt with in this place. It would be, however, sufficient for our 
purpose to point out that Sarga f creation, as well as Pralaya , dissolution, is 
two-fold, being primary or original, and secondary or derivative. Thus, the 
emanation of the world-stuff, so to say, from the pure Self existing all by itself 
at the beginning of all creation, is the primary or original creation ; and the 
subsequent evolution of the world-stuff into the organised system of the 
universe, through its innumerable stages, is a succession of secondary or 
derivative creations. Thus, in the Tailliriya Upani$at 9 we find : “ From this, 
that same Self emanated Ether; from Ether, Air ; from Air, Fire ; from Fire, 
Waters ; from Waters, Earth/’* In the reverse order, again, the dissolution of 
the world-system into the world-stuff is secondary pralaya , and the dis¬ 
appearance of the world-stuff into the pure Self is primary or Mahd , the great, 
pralaya , The secondary pralaya may be called also temporary as it is again 
followed by a secondary creation. Now, Kanada carries his analysis of the 
world upto the beginning of the secondary creation, or, what is practically the 
same thing, up to the last moment of the secondary dissolution, and leaves it 
there. Phis is merely another limitation of his system, He does not, nay he 
cannot, as the spirit of Hinduism is wholly and decisively against \t s repudiate 
the doctrine, inculcated in the Vedas t the Smritis , the Pnranas 9 and the llih&sas , 
that there is but one prime cause and that the same is God, and that only He 
the Self, verily exists. We are supported in this view by the following observ¬ 
ation made by Vidydranya in his commentary on the Taittiriya Upanisat : 
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“ Gautama (the author of the Nydya-Sulram) and others have, in the above 
way, explained the process of creation (of the world), commencing from, and 
subsequent to, the time when Ether, Time, Space, and Ultimate Atoms (of 
Earth, Water, Fire, and Air), produced from the pure Brahman, the root cause, 
had been given their definite place and function.”* It would be hardly fair, 
therefore, to lay the charge of being an Atomist or Pluralist at the door of 
Kandda ; far less, to compare his teaching with the materialistic Atomism of the 
west, and to draw a moral therefrom ; as has been done by some of his readers, 
to wit, Dr. William Fleming, who has the following two paragraphs in his “ The 
Dictionary of Philosophy,” under the word, Atom : 14 The doctrine of atomism 
did not take its rise in Greece, but in the East. It is found in the Indian Philo¬ 
sophy. Kanada, the author of the system, admitted an infinite intelligence, 
distinct from the world. But he could not believe matter to be infinitely divisible, 
as in this case a grain of sand would be equal to a mountain, both being infinite. 
Matter consists, then, of ultimate indivisible atoms, which are indestructible and 
eternal. Empedocles and Anaxagoras did not exclude mind or spirit from the 
universe. Leucippus and Democritus did* Epicurus added nothing to their 
doctrine. Lucretius gave to it the graces of poetry. 

“ In all its forms explaining the universe by chance or necessity, it tends 
to materialism or atheism, although Gassendi has attempted to reconcile it with 
a belief in God.” 

The shallowness of this opinion will be quite obvious to the reader of 
these pages 

(d) Method : 

The method employed in the VaUe^ika Sutras , for the purpose of teaching 
its truths, is three-fold, consisting of udde 6 ti, enumeration of things, which 
includes their classification also, lak^ana } their definition and denotation, and 
parik^a } examination or investigation by means of perceptual and inferential 
processes, which will be presently described. And it teaches tattva-jndnay 
through their Sddharmya , resemblance and Vaidharmya y difference, iJ . 9 by 
showing in what respects things resemble, and differ from, one another. 


4. KAISTADA’S logic and epistemology. 


NiHreyasam , the Supreme Good, results from Abhyudaya } Tattva-jndnay 
or cognition of reality. What then are the sources of knowledge ? What is 
the value of human cognition? Are there any limits to human understanding ? 
—These problems naturally next come up for consideration. Before we proceed 
further, we, however, propose to acquaint the reader with the current theory of 
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cognition as held by the followers of the sister systems of Nydya and 
Vat 4 e§ika. And we cannot do better than make the following excerpt from the 
Tarka-Samgrciha of Annam Bhatta . 

i( Buddht, Understanding, denotes cognition wliicb renders all human 
conduct possible. It is twofold, consisting of Sniriti , Representative conscious¬ 
ness or Recollection, and Anubhava, Presentative consciousness or perception 
and inference, etc. By Sniriti is meant cognition producible by Sarriskdra , 
(Impression left by previous perception), alone. Cognition, different from 
that, is called Anubhava , which is, again, two-fold, being real or unreal 
(accordingly as it does, or does not, correspond with Artha y object, that is, 
objective reality) Anubhava of a thing, in a certain form possessed by that 
thing, is real ; e.g. t the cognition in the form that this is silver, in the 
case of a piece of silver. It is this which is called Prama y Certitude. 
Anubhava y in a certain form, of a thing which lacks that form, is unreal , e.g., 
the cognition in the form that this is silver, in the case of a shining mother-of- 
pearl. It is this which is called A-pramd , In-certitude. Real Anubhava , again, 
is fourfold, according as it is divided into Pratyaksa y Perceptual, Anumiti y 
Inferential, Upamiti y Analogical, and &abda y Verbal; and its Karana , instrument, 
also is fourfold, according as it is divided into, Pratyaksa y Perception, Anumdna y 
Inference, Upamana , Comparison, and &abda y Word or Testimony. Karana t 
instrument, is a Kdrana , cause, not general, (*>., limited to a particular effect), 
and in the exercise of its function or capable of function. Kctraua , cause, is 
the invariable and unconditional antecedent; Karya y effect, is the counter¬ 
opposite of antecedent non-existence. Cause is three-fold, according to the 
difference of Samavayi y the combinative, A-Samavdyi , the Non-combinative, 
and Nimitta y the Efficient or conditional, causes. Combinative cause is that, 
being combined in which the effect is produced ; e.g. y threads, of the cloth ; 
the cloth, of the colour, etc., appertaining to itself. Non-combinative cause is that, 
the causality of which depends upon its being combined in one and the same 
object either with the effect or with the (combinative) cause ; e.g., conjunction 
of threads, of the cloth colour of the threads, of the cokurof the cloth. 
Conditional cause is a cause other than the combinative and the non-com¬ 
binative cause; e.g. f the shuttle, the weaver's beam, etc., of the cloth. Now, 
amongst these three-fold causes, (the cause) which is unique, t\e., not general, 
only that is a Karana or instrument. 

“Now, the instrument of perceptual cognition is perception. Perception 
is cognition produced through the contact of the senses and objects. It is two¬ 
fold : Nt'rvikalpaka, Non-discriminative or Indefinite, and Savtkalpaka y Discri¬ 
minative or Definite. Cognition which is void of any definite form or shape, is 
Nirvikalpaka y e.g, f that it is something; cognition appearing in a definite form or 
shape is Savikalpaka , e.g. y * This is a wooden elephant,’ ' He is a Br&hmana,’ 

* He is yellow-complexioned.’ Contact of the senses and objects, which fc 
the means of perceptual cognition, is six-fold; Conjunction, combination in the 
the conjunct, combination in the combined in the conjunct, combination, 
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combination in the combined, and the relation of the distinction and the distin¬ 
guished. Conjunction constitutes the contact in the production of perceptual 
cognition of a water-pot by the eye. In the production of perceptual cognition 
of the colour of the water-pot, contact is constituted by combination in the 
conjunct, inasmuch as the colour combines, in other word, inheres, in the water- 
pot which is conjunct with the eye. In the case of perceptual cognition of the 
genus, colourness, contact is constituted by combination in the combined in 
the conjunct, inasmuch ascolourness inheres in the colour which, again, inheres 
in the water«pot, conjunct with the eye. Combination^constitutes the contact 
in the case of immediate cognition of Sound by the aural sense, inasmuch as 
Ether, confined within the cavity of the ear, forms the aural sense, and Sound is 
the attribute of Ether, and the relation of an attribute and that of which it is an 
attribute, is combination. Combination in the combined is the contact in the 
immediate cognition of (the genus) Soundness, since Soundness inheres in Sound 
which again is inherent in the aural sense. The Relation of the Distinction and 
the Distinguished is the contact in the perceptual cognition of Non-existence, 
inasmuch as in the case of the cognition, 4 The spot contains non-existence of a 
water-pot/ non-existence of a water-pot is a distinction, a distinguishing content, 
of the spot which is conjunct with the eye. Perception is cognition produced 
from the six kinds of contact so formed. The senses are its instruments. !t 
is, therefore, proved that the senses are proof or evidence of perception. 


44 The instrument of inferential cognition is Anumdna , Inference. Inferen¬ 
tial cognition is cognition produced from Paramarga, Sub-sumption or Manipu¬ 
lation. Pardmana is cognition of Paksa-dharmat&y the existence of the mark 
ol inference in the subject of the inference, accompanied with vy dpti, pervasion 
or universal concomitance, for example, (where inference is going to be made 
that there is fire in the mountain), the cognition that this mountain contains 
smoke which is pervaded by fire, (so that wherever there is smoke there is fire), 
is called Pardmana } and the cognition, which is produced by the above cogni¬ 
tion, that the mountain contains fire, is called inferential cognition. In what- 
evei place, there is smoke, there is fire,—this uniformity of concomitance or 
co-existence is called vydpti } Pervasion. Poksci-dharmcitd dt notes the existence 
of the vyapxay that which is pervaded, (the mark of inference, e. g. f smoke, etc.), 
in the mountain, and the like, (that is, the paksa, the subject of the inference). 
Inference is two-fold, logical or for the sake of oneself or for the discovery of 
truth, and rhetorical or for the sake of others or for the propagation of truth. 
Logical inference is the means of inferential cognition in oneself. Thus, for 
instance, after having grasped the pervasion that wherever there is smoke, 
there is fire, by observation made by himself on numerous occasions in the 
kitchen and other places, when a man happens to come to the vicinitv of a 
mountain and, on seeing smoke in the mountain, feels doubt as to the exist¬ 
ence of fire therein, he recollects the pervasion that wherever there is smoke 
there is fire. Immediately after this, cognition is produced (in him) that 'this 
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juntain contains smoke which is pervaded by fire. It is this which is called 
Lihgapardmar 6 a ) Manipulation of the Mark. From this is produced the cogni¬ 
tion, that is, the inferential cognition, that the mountain contains fire. And this 
is logical inference. Rhetorical inference, on the other hand, is the argument, 
consisting of five members, which is put forward for the purpose of enlightening 
others, after having inferred fire from smoke for oneself. For example, the 
mountain contains fire, because it contains smoke; whatever contains smoke, 
contains fire; as the kitchen ; so too does this; therefore, it contains fire. Here* 
by (the existence of) firQ v is demonstrated to others also from the demonstrated 
mark. Pratijfid } Enunciation or Premiss, Hetu , Reason, Uddharana , Instance, 
Upanaya y Application, and Nigamana y Conclusion,—these are the five members 
(of an argument). The mountain contains fire,—this is th tpratijftd ; because it 
contains smoke,—this is the hetu; whatever contains smoke, (contains fire),—this 
is the uddharana : so too does this,—this is the upanaya ; therefore, it contains 
fire,—this is the nigamana It is Lihgaparamarga ,* Manipulation of the Mark, 
which is the cause of inferential cognition, logical as well as rhetorical. The 
inference, therefore, is the same as manipulation of the mark. 

" Marks of inference are of three kinds: Anvaya-vyatireki , Positive-and- 
Negative, Kevaldnvayi , Purely Positive, and Kevala Vyatireki , Purely Negative. 
A positive-and-negative mark is that which possesses vyapti , pervasion, in 
presence as well as in absence, as, eg., the possession of smoke, when fire is 
the Sddhya , that which is to be inferred. Here pervasion in presence or 
positive pervasion consists in this that wherever there is smoke, there is fire, 
as in the kitchen ; and pervasion in absence or negative pervasion appears in 
this way that where fire does not exist, there smoke also does not exist, as in 
a large lake. A purely positive mark is that which possesses pervasion or con¬ 
comitance in presenee alone, as, e.g ty in the inference that a water-pot, like a piece 
of cloth, can be described in words, inasmuch as it can be proved to exist. 
Here there is no concomitance in absence or negative pervasion of the being 
describable and the being provable, inasmuch as all that exists is describable 
as well as provable. A purely negative mark is that which possesses pervasion 
or concomitance in absence alone, as, eg., in the following inference : Earth 
differs from all else on account of its possession of smell; that which does not 
differ from the all else, does not possess smell, as, e.g., water - but earth is not 
so (i>., void of smell); therefore, it is not so (/>., non-different from all else). 
Here no positive instance exists that that which possesses smell, differs from all 
else, since Earth as such is the subject of the inference. 

«. Paksa or Subject of Inlerence is that in which the existence of the 
Sddhya or that which is to be inferred (eg., fire) is doubtful; as, eg, the 
mountain, when the hetu or reason, that is, possession of smoke, is present. 
Sapakfa, Favourable Instance, is that in which the existence of the Sddhya is 

* According to Kandda, it is the mark itself, and not its manipulation, that causes 

an illation to be made. 






INTRODUCTION. 



certain ; as, eg, the kitchen in the aforesaid example. Vipaksa, Repugnant 
or Contrary Instance, is that in which the non-existence of the Sddhya is 
certain; as, e.g., the large lake in the aforesaid example. 


44 Hetu-abhasa, Appearance of a Mark, or False Mark is of five* kinds, 
being Savyabhichdra, Variable, Viruddha, Contradictory, SQt-pratipak$a } Con¬ 
trary, Asiddha , Unproved or Unknown, and Bddhiia , Impeded or Obstructed. 
The variable mark is that which is not-one-pointed. It is three-fold, according 
to the difference of Sddhdrana, the General, A-sddhdrana , the Particular, and 
AnrUpasavfrhariy thje Inconclusive. Therein the general not-one-pointed (mark) 
is that which appears also where there is non-existence of the Sddhya or the 
thing to be inferred, as in the argument, 44 The mountain contains fire, because 
it is provable/’ inasmuch as provableness exists also in the lake where there is 
non-existence of fire. The particular (not-one-pointed mark) is that which is 
divergent from all Sapalsa and Vipaksa or favourable and unfavourable ins¬ 
tances, as in the argument, “Sound is eternal, because it is Sound." (For) 
Soundness, being divergent from all eternals and non-eternals, appears in Sound 
alone. The inconclusive is that which is bereft of positive and negative ins¬ 
tances, as in the argument, 44 Everything is non-eternal, because it is provable/' 
Here everything being the pakfa or subject of inference, there can be no ins¬ 
tance at all. The contradictory mark is that which is pervaded by, or included 
in, the non-existence of the Sddhya or the thing to be inferred, as in the argu¬ 
ment, 44 Sound is eternal, because it is artificially produced," inasmuch as 
artificiality is pervaded also by the non-existence of eternality, that is, non- 
eternality. The contrary (or, more fully, an equally valid argument to the 
contrary) is that which contains another mark or reason probative of the non¬ 
existence of the sddhya or the thing to be inferred, as to the argument, 44 Sound 
is eternal, because it is an object of aural perception, like soundness," (there is 
an equally valid argument to the contrary that) “Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is an effect, like a water-pot." The unproved is of three kinds : 
A&raya-asiddha, Unproved in respect of its receptacle, Svarupa-asiddha , Un¬ 
proved in respect of its proper or intrinsic form, and Vyapyatva-asiddha , 
Unproved in respect of the characteristic of being pervaded. An example of 
A&raya-asiddha is to be found in the argument, 44 A lotus-in-the-air, like a lotus 
growing on the lake, is fragrant, because it is a lotus." Here the lotus-in-the- 
air is the dSraya or receptacle (of the supposed fragrance), and it verily does not 
exist. Svarupa-asiddha may be illustrated by the argument 44 Sound is an 
attribute, because it is visible." Here visibility (the supposed mark) does not 
exist in Sound, Sound being the object of aural perception. Vydpyatva-asiddha 
is a hetu or mark present in the company of an Upddhi or adjunct or condition. 
Upadht is that which, while it pervades or invariably accompanies the Sddhya o; 
the th ing to be infe rred, (tha t is, the major term), does not pervade or invariably 

^According to Kay a da, as has been already pointed out, there are only three 
kinds of fallacious marks of illation. 
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accompany the Sadhana or the instrument of inference, (that is, the heltt , 
the middle term). By the being pervasive of the Sddhya is meant the being 
the non-counter-opposite of the absolute non-existence co-extensive, or appear¬ 
ing in the same substratum, with the Sddhya ; and by the being non-pervasive 
of the Sadhana is meant the being the counter-opposite of the absolute non¬ 
existence inherent in that which contains the Sadhana. In the argument, ° The 
mountain contains smoke, because it contains fire,” the conjunction of wet fuel 
is the npadhi. Thus where there is smoke, there is conjunction of wet fuel, 
and the upddhi y therefore, is pervasive of the sddhya ; but conjunction of wet 
fuel does not exist wherever there is tire, there being no conjunction of wet fuel 
in a (red-hot) ball of iron, and the upddhiy therefore, is .non pervasive of the 
Sadhana . Accordingly, conjunction of wet fuel is an upddhi y inasmuch as 
it is non-pervasive of the sadhana , while it is pervasive of the sddhya. Posses¬ 
sion of fire, being accompanied by an upddhi , is vyapyatva-astddha or a too 
wide middle^term. Bddhita is a mark, non-existence of the sddhya or the thing 
to be inferred by which, has been ascertained by other proofs, as in the argu¬ 
ment, “ Fire is not-hot, because it is a substance.” Here that the mark is 
impeded. i.e. } the inapplicability of the mark, appears in this way: Not-hot- 
ness is the sddhya or the thing to be inferred; the non-existence or negation 
of it is hot-ness ; and it is apprehended by tactual perception. 

“ Upamdna , Comparison is the instrument of analogical cognition. Upamili , 
analogical cognition is cognition of the relation or connection of names and 
objects bearing those names. Its instrument is the cognition of similarity. 
Recollection of the meaning of propositions heard at a different place, is a 
subsidiary operation. Thus, when a man who does not know the designate 
of the term gayal, but hears from some person who had been to the forests that 
u gayal is an animal which looks like a cow, and, then, going to the foiest, 
recollects the meaning of the statement (made by the forester) at the same time 
that he sees the body of an animal which looks like the body of a cow, immedi¬ 
ately afterwards is produced (in him) analogical cognition in the form that that is 
the designate of the term, gayal. 

“Sabda , Word or Testimony, consists of the vdkya , saying, of an dpta , a 
trustworthy person. He is an Apia, whose speech is tuned to reality. Vdkya 
means a collection of pada, words, e.g., Bring the cow. Pada is that which 
possesses &akli, force. &akt't is arbitrament by the will of God that from such 
and such a word such and such a meaning is to be understood. Akanyksd 
Yogvatd and Sannidhi are causes of the cognition of the meaning of a sentence. 
Akamkfd, expectancy, denotes the inability of a word to force its syntactical 
connection into consciousness on account of absence of some other word. 
Yogvatd , co-herence, means non-iinpediment to the meaning. Sannidhi, 
Adjacency, is the pronunciation of words without interval. A saying, destitute 


of dkdmksd etc., is no proof. Thus, “ A cow, a horse, a man, an elephant is not 
a proof, because the words lack dkdmkfd ; « One should sprinkle with fire ’’-tins 
is no proof, because the words lack yogyata. The words, “ Bring the cow,” 
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uttered separately at different prahara , periods of three hours each, of the 
day, would be no proof, because of the absence of S annul hi. Sayings are of 
two kinds, Vaidika or scriptural and Laukika or secular. The sayings of the 
Veda, having been declared by God, are all of them authoritative. Secular 
or human sayings are authoritative, provided they come from the mouth of 
trustworthy persons. All else is unauthoritative. Verbal cognition is cognition 
of the meaning of sayings, and its instrument is Sound or Word. 

il Unreal Anubhava is three-fold, according to its division into Sani 6 aya t 
Doubt, Viparyaya , Error, and Tarka , Hypothetical Reasoning. SaviSaya is 
cognition conversant about the possession of diverse, opposite properties by a 
single objec.t, e.g. } “-Whether it be a pillar or a person/' Viparyaya is false 
cognition; as, e.g. f the cognition that it is silver, in respect of a shining mother- 
of-pearl. Tarka consists in the attribution of the Vyapaka , that which pervades, 
(*.*., the major term) by means of the attribution of the Vydpya t that which 
is pervaded, (*.*., the middle term); e.g. f “ Were there no fire, there would be 
no smoke also.” 

tl Smriti ) Reminiscence, also is two-fold: real and unreal. The real is 
that which is produced from pramd or correct anubhava or experience, the 
unreal is that which is produced from aprama or incorrect anubhava or 
experience. ,, 

Jttdnam } cognition, then, may be Pratna , Certitude, and Aprama , In¬ 
certitude, or, in other words, Vidya , Science, and A-vidyd, Nescience. 
A-vidyd is imperfect or faulty cognition (X. ii. u). According to Kandda } 
a-vidyd has four varieties, Svapna , Dream, Sai$iaya t Doubt, Viparyaya , Error, 
and Anadhyavasaya , Non-finality, or Regression. Dream (IX. ii. 7) and 
quasi- Dream (IX. ii. 8) result from a particular conjunction of the inner sense 
with the soul and from impressions left by experience, as well as from merit 
and demerit previously acquired (IX. ii. 9). Doubt arises from the perception 
of the general property, tiie non-perception of the differentia, and the re¬ 
collection of the alternatives, all at once (II. it 17). Doubt also arises where 
that which is seen, resembles that which was seen (II. ii. 18), and where that 
which has been seen in one form, is seen in a different form (II. ii. 19). 
Science and Ne-science also give rise to D >ubt (II. ii. 20) Error springs from 
imperfections of the senses as well as from imperfections of the impressions 
left in the memory (IX. ii. 10). (Non-finality is due to the observation of the 
particular attribute only). Vidyd is perfect or faultless cognition (IX. ii. 12 i # 
It is likewise four-fold, according to Kandda : Pratya'$a, Perception, Laihgika , 
Inference, Smriti, Reminiscence, and Ar$ajfiQ.na % Sagely Cognition or intellec¬ 
tual Intuition. SiddhaDar&an#, Vision by the Perfected Ones is included in 
perception. The Vai&e$ika theory of perception, we shall treat of hereafter. 
Here we shall describe the process of inference developed by Kandda . In 
his view, cognition is produced either by the senses or by means of marks; 
irr other words, it is either immediate or mediate. Word, Gesture, Comparison, 
Presumption, Comprehension or Equivalence, Non-existence, and Tradition 
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are not, according to him 
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independent instruments of cognition (IX. ii. 3, 


Now, mediate cognition, or cognition produced by means of marks, 
appears in this form that one thing is the effect or cause of, or conjunct with, 
or contradictory to, or combined in, another thing (IX. ii. 1). It is therefore based 
upon the uniformities of cause and effect, conjunction, contradiction, and com¬ 
bination, according as the Itnga , mark, variously called as hetu } apadega^pramana 
and karana (IX. ii. 4), is (the cause or the effect), the conjunct, the contradictory, 
or the combined (III. i. 9). The law of causation has been set forth in the 
following aphorisms : Non-existence of effect follows from the non-existence 
of the cause (I. ii. 1), but non-existence of cause does not follow from the 
non-existence of the effect (I. ii. 2). The attribute of the effect is preceded by 
like attribute in the cause (II. i. 24), and the nature of the effect follows 
from the nature of the cause (IV. i. 3). Cause and effect, on the other hand, 
are not identical; nor do the two together form a distinct unit separate from all 
other things (VII. ii. 7). That which is termed a cause, is an invariable and 
unconditional antecedent of what may be then ter med its effect. It is either 
combinative, or non-combinative, or efficient or conditional. For example, 
substance is a combinative cause, Attribute and Action are non-combinative 
causes, and Time is a conditional cause. Conjunction and combination will be 
explained in the sequel. 

It must not be supposed, however, that it is these uniformities which lead 
to inference. That which leads to inference is the cdnsciousness of Vyaptt ', or, 
as Kanada prefers to call it. Prasiddhi , pervasion or universal concomitance, in 
the form 1 Asya idavjty that is, that the given Sadhana ) middle term, is pervaded 
by, or included in, the given Sddhya, the major term (IX. ii. 5;. For, a mark, 
whether it be a conjunct, a combind, a co-combined, or a contradictory (111. i. 
9), or a co-effect (III. i. 10), or a non-effect (III. i. 11), or an effect (III. i. 12, 13), 
must be accompanied with pervasion, (III. i. 14), in order that it may lead to an 
inference. Otherwise, any one thing could be the mark of any other thing 
(III. i. 8), and the mark could as well be identical with that of which it would be 
the mark (III. i. 7). But this is not so. The unproved or unpervaded is a false 
mark in the very same way as the non-existent and the dubious also are false 
marks (III. i. 15). To give a few examples: Because it has horns, therefore 
it is a horse (III. i. 16); because it has horns, therefore, it is a cow ( 111 . i. 17). 


What purpose, then, is served by the introduction of these uniformities 
in an account of the process of inference? They serve to render the applica¬ 
tion of the illustrative or corroborative member of the syllogism, in other 
words, the appeal to experience, more ready and effective (IX. ii. 2) We have 
already stated what the different members of the syllogism are, and also which 
is the illustrative one. Incidentally we may observe that in this view, the 
value of the syllogism lies, not in the discovery, but in the exposition, of truth, 
that is to say, it is a rhetorical, rather than a logical, process. 
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Inference, therefore, may take place in respect of succession as well as 
co-existence. Inference of the former kind is either purvavat y i.e from cause 
to effect, or dena-vat, />., from effect to cause. Inference of the latter class 
is called Sdmdnyato-drista , inference by the equally observed mark (IX. ii. i) 

which, however, does not establish a thing in its individual aspect (II. i. 16). 

Language is a subsidiary to inference. Tactual and visual languages 
aside, oral language consists of inarticulate sounds or cries and articulate 
sounds or words , If vve consider the connection between these signs and 
thought, we find that there are two kinds of languages as there are two 
kinds of signs, namely, a conventional and a natural language. A natural 
language is a collection of signs that are used involuntarily and without 
knowledge of the end to be attained. Speech is the language par excellence , 
for it also assists in the formation and development of thought. “ I bought,” 
says Plato, is an interior and silent conversation of the soul with 
herself.” Speech is its external expression. Some thinkers maintain 
that words are eternal, and their connection with objects is natural and 
necessary. Others hold that words themselves have no power to convey 
a complete sense, and vest that function in another Sound which they term 
sphota (H. ii. 17 and 21). Kanada does not accept these theories; in 
fact, he demolishes them (II. ii. 26, *7, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, and 
37, and VII. ii. 14, 15, 16, 17, and 19). According to him, words and objects 
are unrelated (VII. ii. 18). The intuition of objects from words follows from 
convention (VII. ii. 20). The convention, however, is not of human origin, 
but of divine. It lias not been, at the same time, arbitrarily imposed by God ; 
authoritativeness per se is denied by Kandda . The composition of sentences, 
distribution of names, formulation of precepts and prohibitions in the Veda 
and its various branches, have all been the work of an Intelligent and Inde¬ 
pendent Person possessing accurate knowledge about the objects treated in 
them (II. i. 18, 19, VI. i, 1, 2, 3, and 4). Words as well as letters have, accordingly, 
a determinate and unalterable meaning. 

The sources of cognition have been described. The validity of human 
cognition is now in question. Kandda does not challenge it in the least. With 
him there is nothing that stands between the knowing subject and the object 
known. The channels of cognition remaining pure, perfect, and efficient, 
and dharma ) merit, and absence of adharma , demerit, co-operating, the Self 
cognises objects as they are. The elements of cognition are, after all, states 
of consciousness. Inference ultimately depends upon perception, and remi¬ 
niscence grows out of it. We shall, therefore, revert to this subject when 
we come to understand Kanada's theory of sense-perception. 

The next question in order will be: Are there any limits to human 
understanding? that is to say, is there anything in the universe which is 
absolutely beyond the pale of human cognition ? The question may seem 
strange to modern readers, specially to our brethren of the west. But it was 
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not so to the ancient sages, and people, in general, of HindusthAna. Indeed, 
they had no occasion for raising the question at all. Their conception of 
the Self is, as the word Atmd itself implies, that it is all-pervading (VII, i. 22). 
Theirs is the Avachchhedavada, the doctrine that the soul is the highest Self 
in so far as limited by its upddhi, adjuncts, e.g., the senses, the physical 
organism, the external world, time, space, and the like. It is consistently 
with this sublime doctrine, that Kandda divides men, as knowing agents, into 
/oka, ordinary mortals, yogi, ascetics, siddha, the perfected ones, and rift's, 
seers. Lokas have ordinary perception and inference. Rifis cognise truth 
instinctively. This intellectual intuition occasionally occurs to lokas also 
(IX. ii. 13). Siddhas cognise ordinarily super-sensible objects by heightening 
the efficiency of their senses by means of mantras, ointments, and other 
extraordinary appliances (IX. ii. 13). While theyo^/ws possess omniscience 
through the potency of yoga (IX. i. x 1, 12 13, 14, 15), which consists in the 
inhibition of the activities of the int< 11 al 01 gan and in the concentration of 
the Self upon itself, so that connection of the Self wi'ih those limiting circum¬ 
stances is cut off and it becomes free in the exercise of its inherent power. 
Thus unbounded knowledge is not impossible for man, and there is no limit 
to human understanding. 

It iseasy to characterise this doctrine as fanciful, but it is so much 
interwoven into the daily life of even the present-day Hindu society, and 
backed by such wealth of literature and abundance of excellent thought in 
the civilisation of ancient India, that one must pause and be sufficiently in¬ 
formed before one can pronounce any judgment in the matter. 


5. PREDICABLES ENUMERATED BY KANADA. 

The word used by Kandda to denote a predicable or category is Paddrtha, 
lit. Object denoted by a term. Padarthas are the highest classes into which 
all Nameable Things, as Mill appropriately calls them, may be arranged for 
philosophical purposes. For, philosophy seeks to know all things, and it is not 
possible to know them individually. Every thinker, therefore, in every age 
and in every country, has attempted a classification of things suited to the 
-nature of his thought. In the history of philosophy the categories have been 
successively universal classification of things, of words, of ideas, or of forms 
of thought. And a complete theory of classification, or a complete system of 
categories, is still a desideratum. Kandda's enumeration of the predicables, 
however, appears to us to be eminently satisfactory. He divides all nameable 
things primarily into two classes, vis , Existence and Non-exisence. Objects 
of the first class are next sub-divided as Dravya, Substance, Guna, Attributes 
Karma Action, Sdmdnya, Genus, V^a, Species, and Samavdya, Combination. 
These * with Abhava, Non-existence are the seven Padarthas , Predicables 
(I. i. 4). Substance,. Attribute, and Action are further sub-divided under nine, 
twenty-four, and five classes respectively (I. i. 5, 6 and 7). Genera and 
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species are together as many as there are Substances, Attributes, and Actions, 
plus the summum genus and the Infimce species . Combination is only one in 
number. * 

The scheme of categories developed by Dr. Christoph Sigwart in his Logic 
is so nearly akin to that of Kanada, and the coincidence is so remarkable, that 
a reference to it in this context would be instructive. Dr. Sigwart observes : 

If we examine the contents of our Thought, that which can enter into our 
judgment as Subject or Predicate, or as part of Subject or Predicate, we 
that it consists of 

I. Things, their Attributes and Activities, and Modifications of these, 

II. Relations of Things and of their Attributes and Activities. These 
may be Spatial and Temporal, Logical, Causal or Modal. 
******* 

14 This distinction between the ideas of Things and the ideas of Attributes 
which inhere in them, Activities in which they are engaged, must be regarded 
as a fundamental fact of Thought. 



******** 

44 And just as Things are distinguished by their Activities and Attributes, 
so the similar Activities and . Attributes of particular Things are distinguished 
by degrees and modes which we may comprehend under the name of Modi¬ 
fications.” 

***** * * * 

44 The one characteristic common to the ideas of Things and their Attributes 
and Activities which we have been considering is, that in all there is an imme¬ 
diately intuitable element, which is determined by the function of one or more 
of our senses, or by inner perception. * * * but while the categories 

of Thing, Attribute, and Activity are always the same, the product of sense- 
intuition, or of imitative imagination, constitutes the real essence of the idea, 
and g ves to it its distinguishing content. * * * It is this element which 

distinguishes the ideas of Things and their Attributes and Activities from the 
second main class—Ideas of Relation.” 


6. THE TEACHINGS OP KAN AD A WITH REGARD TO THE PREDICABLES. 

(a) Subsstance. 

The definition of Substance is that it possesses Action and Attribute, and 
is the combinative cause (I. i. 15, X. ii. 1, 2). It is relatively eternal as ultimate 
atoms, (IV. i. 1) and non-eternal as bodies in the wide sense of the term. 
Bodies are real. Substance is their combinative cause. They are effects as 
well as causes, and contain subaltern genera and species (I. i. 8). They origi¬ 
nate their congeners (I. i. 9 and 10), and do not destroy their effect or cau & se 
(I. i. 12). 

The divisions of substance are nine only, viz , Earth, Water, Fire Air 
Ether, Time, Space, Soul, and Mind (I. i. 5). Ether, Time, and Space denote 
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single realities, while the rest denote classes. Ether, Time, Space, and Soul 
are infinite, while the rest are FINITE. 


(t) Earth . 

Earth possesses colour, taste, smell, and touch (II. i. i), and number, quan¬ 
tity, separateness, conjunction, disjunction, priority, posteriority, gravity, fluidity, 
and potential energy. Of these, smell belongs to Earth alone, and is, in conse¬ 
quence, its distinctive attribute (II. ii. i and 2). It is either fragrant or non- 
fragrant. The colour of Earth is manifold, white, etc. Its taste is of six kinds, 
sweet, etc.; and its touch is neither too hot nor too cold, and is due to burning. 

As a simple Substance, an element, Earth consists of ultimate atoms 
which are relatively eternal, existing at the beginning of.secondary creation. 
As a compound Substance, groupings of ultimate atoms, it is non-eternal, being 
an effect. Terrene compounds originate three things, namely, body, sense, 
and object (IV. ii. 1, 2, 3 and 4). Of these, the body is two-fold, sex-born and 
not-sex-born (IV. ii. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11). A-sexual bodies, that is, bodies 
produced independently of blood and semen, are those of the celestials and seers 
as well as the penitential bodies of little creatures such as gnats, mosquitoes, etc. 
Sexual bodies are produced from the coming together of blood and semen. 
These are either womb-born, as those of men and the lower animals, or egg- 
born, as those of birds and reptiles. 

The sense of smell is the terrene sense (VIII. ii. 5), as it causes the 
manifestation of smell, while it does not cause the manifestation of taste, etc. 
It is originated by terrene particles unoverpowered by Water, etc. 

The object which is terrene, is characterised as earth, stone, and the im¬ 
moveable, The modifications of earth are the divisions of land, wall, brick, etc. 
Stones are the mountains, jewels, diamond, red-chalk, etc. The immoveables 
are grass, herbs, trees, shrubs, creepers, etc 
(it) Water, 

Water possesses colour, taste, touch, fluidity, and viscidity (II. i. 2) and 
number, quantity, separateness, conjunction, disjunction, priority, posteriority, 
gravity, and potential energy. Its colour is white, taste sweet, and touch cold. 
Viscidity belongs to Water alone ; so also does constitutional fluidity. Ihese 
and cold touch are the distinctive characteristics of Water (II. ii. 5). Like 
Earth, Water also is relatively eternal as a cause (consisting of ultimate atoms) 
and non-eternal as an effect. Its products are likewise threefold, body, sense, 
and object. Aqueous bodies are all a-sexually generated. They exist in the 
world of Varum and are capable of experiencing the fruits of Rarma } inasmuch 
as terrene particles enter into their composition as contributory causes or 
conditions. The organ of taste is the aqueous sense (VIII. ii. 6), as it causes 
the manifestation of taste only, while it does not cause the manifestation of 
colour, etc. It is originated by aqueous particles unoverpowered by heterogene- 
ous substances, Aqueous objects are rivers, seas, dew, hail-stone, etc, 
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(iii) Fire. 

Fire possesses colour and touch (II. i. 3), and number, quantity, separate¬ 
ness, conjunction, disjunction, priority, posteriority, fluidity, and potentiality. 
Its colour is white and luminous, and the hot is its only touch. These are the 
distinctive attributes of fire (II. ii. 3 and 4). It is also two-fold, existing as 
simple substances or atoms and as compounds, that is, effects. It originates 
body, sense, and object. Igneous bodies are all a-sexually produced. They 
exist in the world of Aditya , and are capable of experiencing the fruits of 
Karma , inasmuch as terrene particles enter into their composition as con- 
tributary causes or conditions. The organ of vision is the igneous sense (VIII. 
ii. 6), as it causes the manifestation of colour only, while it does not cause the 
manifestation of taste, etc. It. is originated by igneous particles unover¬ 
powered by other particles. Igneous objects are fourfold, being differentiated as 
terrestrial, celestial, abdomenal, and mineral. The terrestrial is that which is 
produced from fuel, such as wood 5 the celestial is that which is not produced 
from fuel, e.g., lightning, etc. ; the abdomenal is the stomachic, capable of 
extracting the juice of rice, etc. ; and the mineral is gold, etc. 

(iv) Air. 


Air possesses touch (II. i. 4), number, quantity, separateness, conjunction, 
disjunction, priority, and posteriority (IV. i. 12), and potentiality (V. i. 14). 
Its touch is neither too hot nor too cold and at the same time, it is not due to 
burning. Touch and the flotation of leaves, clouds, air-ships, etc,, are the 
mark of the existence of Air as a substance, but the name Vayu , Air, is obtain¬ 
ed from the Veda. The collision of Air with Air is the mark of its plurality 
(II. i. 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 13, 16 and 17). Air is two-fold, as ultimate atoms and 
as their products. These products, again, are fourfold, viz., body, sense, 
object, and Prd^a or life-breath. Aerial bodies are all a-sexually produced. They 
exist in the world of the Maruts , and are capable of experiencing the fruits of 
Karma, inasmuch as terrene particles enter into their composition as 
contributory causes or conditions. The skin, spreading over the whole body, 
is the aerial sense (VII. ii. 6), as it causes the manifestation of touch, on]}', 
while it does not cause the manifestation of smell, etc. It is originated by 
aerial particles un-overpowered by terrene and other particles. The aerial 
object is the wind which is the seat or support of the touch which can be felt. 
The fourth effect of Air, which is called Prdiia is the means of disposing of the 
essences, excreta, and the humours or vital fluids within the body. Though 
one, still Prdiia, acquires the names of Apdna (/>., the air which throws 
out), etc., according to the diversity of its functions. 

(v) Ether. m 

Colour, taste, smell, and touch do not belong to Ether (II, i, 5) j ts 
attributes are sound, number, quantity, separateness, conjunction,’ and dis¬ 
junction. Sound is its distinctive attribute, and leads to the inference of its 
existence, by the method of residues (II. i. 20, 21, 22,33, 24, 2*, * 6 , and 27) 

It is a substance and is eternal (II. i. *3). Unity and individuality belong to 
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L 2 9 > 3 °» an d 3 l ) It is universally present, being infinitely large (VII. i. 
22). In the form of the sense of hearing it becomes the instrument for the 
perception of sound. The organ of hearing, again, called the cavity of the ear, 
is a portion of Ether determined by merit and de-merit which lead to agreeable 
and disagreeable experiences caused by sound. And although Ether is eternal, 
deafness is due to the absence of these determining circumstances. 

(vi, Time . 

Cognitions of (priority) posteriority, simultaneity, slowness, quickness are 
marks of the existence of Time (II. ii. 6). These cognitions do not arise in respect 
of eternal substances but arise in respect of substances which have a production. 
Time, therefore, is the name given to the occasional or efficient cause of all 
that is produced (II. ii. 9 and V. ii. 26), and that which also makes possible the 
application of the terms hibernal, vernal, pluvial, etc., to flowers, fruits, etc. 
Time is a substance, and is eternal (II. ii. 7). Its attributes are number, 
quantity, separateness, conjunction, and disjunction. Its unity and individuality 
are proved like those of Ether and Existence (II. ii. 8). Being a cause, whether 
specific or universal, it is all-pervading (Vli i. 25). Its conjunction and dis¬ 
junction are proved from the origin of temporal priority and temporal 
posteriority (VII. ii. 22). The use of its manifoldness, in spite of its unity, is 
occasioned by external conditions. 

(vii) Space . 

Space is that from which, in respect of two simultaneously existing bodies, 
which are also fixed in direction and place, such cognition and usage arise 
that the one is remote from, etc., the other (II. ii. 10). Like Air, Space is a 
substance, and is eternal (II. ii. it), and like Existence, it is one and possesses 
individuality (II. ii. 12). * Like Time, it is all-pervading, and possesses con¬ 
junction and disjunction. The attribution of multiplicity to it is due to the 
divergence of eflects (II. ii. 13). Directions in Space are explained by 
reference to conjunctions of the sun (II. ii. 14, J 5 > an< ^ *6)- 
(viii) Soul. 

The immediate purpose of the Vai&e§ika Dariana is to teach the difference 
between the Self and the Not-Self. Kci^ada has accordingly enteted into a 
detailed enquiry respecting the existence and attributes of the Soul. He 
has shown that the sell is not an empty idea but has a real existence; that 
the soul is not a by-product of physiological processes, nor is identical with the 
stream of conscious states, nor, again, ult imately resolvable into the Supieme 
Self during the circle of secondary creation and dissolutions but that it is a 
distinct entity possessing distinct attributes, and length of experience. Now, 
among substances, the Soul, like Ether, Time, Space, Air, and ultimate Atoms, 
is not an object of external perception (VIII. i. 2). It is also not an object of 
internal perception by ordinary minds. Only persons who have attained to a 
certain level of spiritual development, that can, through a particular conjunc¬ 
tion of the Soul and the Mind in the Soul, have immediate consciousness of the 
existence and attributes of the Soul, as also of other Substances as well as 
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Arributes, and Actions (IX. i. n, 12, 13, 14, and 15). Otherwise the proof of 
the existence and attributes of the Soul is by means of inference. I'he mark of 
inference is in this case supplied by the very fact of experience. For, perception 
of the objects of the senses is a universal experience among mankind (III. i. 1) J 
and this universal experience of the objects of the senses is a mark of 
the existence of an object, (namely the Soul) different from the senses and their 
objects (III. i. 2 and 18). It cannot be a mark for the inference that the body 
or the senses are the seat of consciousness (III. i. 3); for there is no conscious¬ 
ness in their causes (III. i. 4), as otherwise consciousness would have appeared 
also in the other effects of those causes (III. i. 5), which is, however, not the 
case (III. i. 6). Thus, upon the fact of perception, an employer, a presiding 
Soul, is inferred from the employment, in perception, of the organ of tearing 
and the other senses as instruments. That the relation of causation or identity 
does not subsist between the Soul and the senses does not affect the inference 
in the least (Ill.i. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17). It is further implied 
that not merely perception, but cognition as such, is a mark of the inference of 
a distinct entity called the Soul. The fact of re-cognition, again, disproves the 
theory that the soul is but a stream of conscious states in ceaseless flow (III. i, 
18). Moreover, the ascending life-breath, the descending life-breath, the clos¬ 
ing and opening of the eye-lids, life, the movement of the Mind, and the affec¬ 
tions of the other senses, and also pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, and volition 
are marks of the existence of the Soul (III. ii. 4). The view, held by some, that 
the existence of the Soul is proved, not by cognition nor by inference, but by 
Revelation alone, is not tenable, since, as Ether is proved by sound, so the Soul 
is proved in particular by the innate as well as the sensible cognition in the 
form of T accompanied by the divergence of such cognition from all other things 
(III. ii. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,11, 12, 13, 14,15, 16, 17, and 18). The sense of T-ness can¬ 
not be eliminated even in the last analysis, and the popular attribution of it to 
the body is not real but transferential. It is the sense of T-ness, again, which 
establishes the difference betwen the Soul and Uvara , the Supreme Self. 
Besides there is no sufficient ground for maintaining the unity of the Soul; on 
the contrary, variety of status or lots proves diversity of Souls (III. ii. 19 and 20), 
which is supported by the Veda also (III. ii. 21). And activity and inactivity, 
observed in one’s own Soul, become the marks for the inference of Souls in 
other bodies (III. i. 19). 

Now, the Soul is a Substance, being a substratum of attributes, and is eternal, 
so far as secondary creation and dissolution are concerned, as there is no proof 
for the supposition of parts in it (III. ii. 5), ami infinite, in consequence of »ts 
vast expansion (VII. i. 22). Its attributes accordingly are cognition, pleasure, 
pain, desire, aversion, volition, merit, demerit, (VI. i. 5), impression or subcon¬ 
scious latency, number, quantity, separateness conjunction, and disjunction. 

Uvara or God is the Supreme Self. H s existence is proved by Revela¬ 
tion and inference. The universe infers th. existence of an Active Principle, 
independent of adritfani, as its creator, and he Veda infers the existence of an 
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Independent Person, eternally free from all faults whatever (I. i. 3, 11. i. 18 and 
19, VI. i. i, 2, 3, and 4, and X. ii. 9), as its Author. In Him, there are, therefore 
according to some, eight attributes, viz., number, quantity, separateness,conjunc¬ 
tion, disjunction, cognition, desire, and volition, or, as according to others, six 
attributes, viz., the above with the exception of desire ahd volition, His cognition 
itself being, in their view, sufficient to translate itself into action. Being thus 
the substratum of these six or eight attributes, specially of cognition, He cannot 
be essentially different from Souls ; and hence it follows that God is a Soul. And 
there is only one God, as the supposition of a plurality of gods is contravened 
by redundancy. 

(ix) Mind. 

Mind is the internal organ of sense. Like the Soul, it also is not an object 
of ordinary perception <Vill. i. 2). its existence is inferred from the production 
and non-production of cognition, even on the contact of the Soul with the senses 
and objects (Ill, ii. 1). Its attributes are number, quantity, separateness, con¬ 
junction, disjunction, pr iority, posteriority, and potentiality. Its substanceness 
and eternality are proved like those of Air (Ill. ii. 2). From the non-simultaneity 
of volitions and cognitions, it follows that there is only one Mind in each organ¬ 
ism (Ill. ii. 3). For the same reason, its quantity is atomic (VII i. 23). 

Now, the Mind is the inner sense, the organ of internal perception. We 
shall here describe Kanada's theory of perceptual cognition in general. Percep¬ 
tion denotes certain, unchanging cognition, produced in the soul, through the 
contact of the senses and objects. This contact, or presentation of objects to 
the Soul through the medium of the senses, is eithf r laukika or ordinary, or 
a-laitkika or extraordinary. We have given a full account of ordinary presenta¬ 
tion in the quotation which we have made above from the Tarka-Savigraha. But 
the conditions under which external perception can take place remain to be 
pointed out. The first condition of external perception is that the five external 
senses are respectively constituted by the very same elements which they 
severally apprehend (VIII. ii. 5 and 6). Community of substance, therefore, 
between the sense and object is the essential condition for the apprehension 
of the external objects, viz. y Earth, Water, Fire. The conditions of external 
perception in particular instances are laid down in the aphorisms (IV. i. 6, 7,8, 
9, 10, 11, 12, and 13.) 

Ordinary mental perception consists in apprehension, through the medium 
of the inner sense, of all the attributes of the soul with the exception of 
nirvikalpaka jvidnci, non-discriminative cognition, and jivanayoniyatna , volition 
the source of vitality. 

Objects that are beyond the reach of the senses, under ordinary circum- 
tances, therefore, are the Ultimate! Atoms, Air, Space, Time, Ether, Mind, Soul, 
Combination, Gravity, etc. They ale, however, cognizable in two ways, namely, 
intuitively, in rare cases, as in lie case of sagely cognition (IX. ii. 13), or 
through the medium of alaukika or extraordinary presentation of objects to the 
Soul. Extraordinary presentation is three-fold, being samdnya-laktana , 
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jnanalaksana, and yogajadharma, that is, presentation through the media of 
the genus, cognition, and virtue born of yoga. Presentation by the genus 
consists in the cognition of the genus itself; without it there can be no conception 
or formation of the general idea from particular instances; or, as the concep- 
tualist would prefer to say, without it there can be no cognition of the concept 
which has a real existence apart from concrete embodiment. Presentation by 
cognition consists in the immediate contact with the mind, of that in respect 
of which cognition is going to arise. As in “Fragrant Sandal-wood:” here 
the concept ‘ fragrance ’ may be revealed by presentation by the genus, but 
‘ fi agrance-ness ’ can be revealed only by presentation by cognition. Yogaja¬ 
dharma is two-fold, according as it is produced in those who are united and in 
those who are disunited (IX. i. 13). It is of inconceivable efficacy and makes 
everything, e.g., omniscience, possible to man. Tho process of perception 
through presentation constituted by Yoga has been elaborately described by 
Kandda in the aphorisms IX. i. 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15. 

The Vaisesika doctrine of realism is founded upon this theory of percep¬ 
tion. 

{!>) Attribute. 

The characteristic of an Attribute is that it naturally inheres in Sub¬ 
stances, does not contain an Attribute itself, and is not an independent cause 
of conjunction and disjunction (I. 1. 16). There are twenty-four Attributes, 
namely, Colour, Taste, Smell, Touch, Number, Measure or Quantity, Separate¬ 
ness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Priority, Posteriority, Understanding or Cog¬ 
nition, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, Volition, Gravity, Fluidity, Viscidity, 
Potentiality (Velocity, Elasticity and Impression), Merit, Demerit, and Sound 
(I. i 6). Of these, Colour, Taste, Smell, Touch, Priority, Posteriority, Fluidity, 
Viscidity, and Velocity are attributes of corporal or ponderable or finite Sub¬ 
stances; Cognition, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, Volition, Merit, De-merit, 
Impression, and Sound are attributes of (two of the) incorporal or imponderable 
or infinite Substances, namely, the Soul and Ether ; while Number, Quantity 
Separateness, Conjunction, and Disjunction are attributes of both finite and infi¬ 
nite substances. Conjunction, Disjunction, Duality, Separateness of Two, etc.' 
inhere in more Substances than one, and the rest inhere in single Substances' 
Colour, Taste, Touch, Smell, Viscidity, constitutional Fluidity Cognition 
Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, Volition, Merit, Demerit, Impassion nnd 
Sound are distinctive or particular attributes, and Number, Quantity Separate 
ness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Priority, Posteriority, Gravity, occasional Fluid! 
ty, and Velocity are general attributes. Sound,|Toucb, Colour Taste and S i 
are apprehensible by the external senses severally; Number, Quantity Seal 
rateness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Priority, Posteriority, Fluidity, Viiciditv' 

and Velocity are apprehensible by two senses jointly • Commit, P, y ’ 
Pain Desire, Aversion, and Volition are apprehensible by fhe internal organ 
or Mind ; while Gravity, Merit, Demerit, and Impression are super-sensuous 
Colour, laste, Smell, and Touch, which are not produced by burning, Quantity 



P§ f 









■ G 0l* 



INTRODUCTION. 


§l 


Unity, Individuality, Gravity, Fluidity, Viscidity, and Velocity, are preceded 
by like attributes in their causes; while Cognition, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, 
Aversion, Volition, Merit, Demerit, Impression, and Sound are not so prece¬ 
ded. Cognition, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, Volition, Merit, Demerit, 
Impression^-Sound, Quantity produced by loose conjunction as in a mass of 
cotton, subsequent Conjunction, occasional Fluidity, and Colour, Taste, Smell, 
and I ouch which are not produced by burning, are the effects of Conjunction ; 
Conjunction, Disjunction, and Velocity are effects of Action; and Sound and 
subsequent Disjunction are effects of Disjunction. Priority, Posteriority, 
Duality, Separateness of Two, etc., depend upon Understanding. Colour, Taste, 
Smell, louch which is not too hot, Sound, Quantity, Unity, Individuality, and 
Viscidity originate their likes; Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, and Volition 
originate their unlikes; while Conjunction, Disjunction, Number, Gravity, 
Fluidity, hot louch, Cognition, Merit, Demerit, and Potentiality originate both. 
Cognition, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, Impression, and Sound originate 
their effects in the same substratum in which they themselves inhere; Colour, 
Taste, Smell, Touch, Quantity, Viscidity, and Volition originate their effects 


in a different substratum ; while Conjunction, Disjunction, Number, Individu¬ 
ality* Gravity, Fluidity, Velocity, Merit, and Demerit originate their effects in 
both places. Gravity, Fluidity, Velocity, Volition, Merit, Demerit, and a par¬ 
ticular Conjunction (called Impact and Impulse) are causes of Action or Change, 
Colour, Taste,-Srpell, Touch which is not too hot, Number, Quantity, Individu- 
ality, Viscidity, and Sound are non-combinative causes ; Cognition, Pleasure, 
Pain, Desire, Aversion, Volition, Merit, Demerit, and Impression are efficient 
causes ; Conjunction, Disjunction, hot Touch, Gravity, Fluidity, and Velocity 
are both; while Priority, Posteriority, Duality, Separateness of Two, etc., 
possess no causality at all. Conjunction, Disjunction, Sound, and particular 
attributes of the Soul are separable, that is, may or may not exist in their 
substrata; while the rest are inseparable, that is, always exist in their sub¬ 
strata. Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch, which are not due to burning, and 
Quantity, Unity, Individuality, constitutional Fluidity, Gravity, and Viscidity 
endure sq long as their respective substrata endure; while the rest vanish 
even dtiriqg tjie continuance of their substrata.* 

The reader will find a detailed account of the mode of production, destruc¬ 
tion. and apprehension of these attributes in the body of the book (vide Books 
VI, VII, VIII, IX, and X). 

( c ) Action . 

The characteristic of Action is that it Inheres in one Substance only, does 
not possess Attribute, and is an independent cause of Conjunctions and Dis¬ 
junctions (I. i. 17, 20, 26, and 30). There are five kinds of Action, Viz.,' Throw¬ 
ing Upwards, Throwing Downwards, Contraction, Expansion, and Going or 
Motion (I. i. 7)* A^^ough Motion is synonymous with Action, yet it is sepa¬ 
rately mentioned here with the object, of including such other forms of Acrion 

* This summary is taken from the Pad&rtha-Dharma-Sumgraha of Prasastapada. 
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as Rotation, Evacuation, Percolation, etc. Action is speedily destroyed (II. ii. 
25). It appears in corporal or finite Substances only (IL i 21), so that it does 
not appear in Time, Space, Ether, and Soul, as well as in Attribute, and Action 
(V. ii. 21 and 22). Action is produced from Gravity, Fluidity, Volition, and 
Conjunction (I. i. 29). It is destroyed by Conjunction produced by itself 
(I. i. 14, and II. i. 23). It operates as a non-combinative cause (X. ii. 3), and 
produces its effect in its own substratum as well as in other places. It does 
not originate its like ( I. i. 11, 24, and 31), nor does it originate Substance (I. i. 
21, 22, and 31) 

Actions may be volitional or non-volitional, as in the familiar instance of 
throwing down a pestle into a mortar, and its bounding back, where, again, all 
the actions are produced from Conjunction, except the original action which 
is produced from volition (V. i 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6). Gravity causes falling 
down in the absence of Conjunction (V. i. 71, as in raining (V. ii. 3), and of 
Velocity (V. i. 18), as in the falling down of a discharged arrow which shoots 
up in the sky in consequence of Impulse and Velocity (V. i. 17). Other in¬ 
stances of non-volitional action are the playful movements of the hands and 
legs of a child (V, i. 11), the bursting forth of burning bodies, and the move¬ 
ments of the body of a sleeping person (V. i. 13). Evaporation of water is 
caused by the rays of the sun through conjunction with Air, etc. (V. ii. 5 and 6). 
toimation and dissolution of clouds is caused by conjunction of Fire (V. ii. 

8,9, 10, and it). Fluidity causes the flowing of waters on the surface of the 
earth (V. ii, 4). 


Action is also produced from Impact and Impluse (V. ii. 1), and also from 
A drift, am < the unseen principle, that is, the sum total of the potential after- 
eflfects of previous acts voluntarily produced (V. i. 15, V. ii. 13 and 17). 

Voluntary action, under particular circumstances, becomes the source 
of dharma, merit, or adharma , demerit, as the case may be ; involuntary action 
does not produce dharma or adharma . 

(d) Genus , and (e) Species . 

Genus is the principle of assimilation, and Species is the principle of 
differentiation. Both the notions are relative to the understanding (f # jj # 3.) 
Existence, however, is the summum genus , as it causes assimilative cognition 
only (I. ii. 4,) Substance-ness or that which makes substance what it is 
Attribute-ness or that which makes Attribute what it is, and Actiou-ness or 
that which makes Action what it is, are, for example, both genera and species 
(I. ii. 5.) While the ivfima species are those ultimate differences, final 
species, which inhere in each individual ultimate atom, Soul, Mind, and in 
Space, lime, and Ether, thereby constituting their distinctive peculiarities 
and account for the very great variety of things and events in the universe 
(I.11.6.) It is, as has been already pointed out, on account of the recognition 
of these infimce species } tl^t the system of Kapdda is called the philosophy of 
Final Species. Genus and Species, again, are both eternal. Genus presup¬ 
poses more than one individual, different from one another in all other 




respects. The supposition of genus and species in genus and species and 
combination would entail infinite regression. (VIII. i 5.) 


Now, by ‘ Existence’ we mean that which, in the case of Substance, 
Attribute, and Action, makes possible intuition and predication in the form 
that it is existent (I. ii. 7). It is not identical with Substance, Attribute, and 
Action (I ii. 8, 9, and 10). And there is but one Existence (I. ii. 17). Substance- 
ness, Attribute-ness, and Action-ness also are not identical with Substance, 
Attribute, and Action (I. ii. ii, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16.) 

(/) Combination. 

Combination is that relation of things, inseparably associated by nature 
and bearing to one another the relation of the container and the contained,—- 
which is the source of intuition in the form of ‘It is here’ (VII. ii. 26). This 
is the relation of parts and wholes, of objects and their attributes, of action 
and that in which it appears, of genus and species and things in which they 
reside, and of eternal substances and their ultimate differences. Combination 
is not mere Conjunction. For, Conjunction is the association, externally pro¬ 
duced, of things existing separately in nature ; its various causes are action of 
either of two things, action of both, and another Conjunction (VII. ii. 9); it 
terminates in Disjunction, is perceptible to the sense, is manifold, and is perish¬ 
able; whereas none of these characteristics exists in Combination. On the 
contrary, Combination has no production (V. ii. 23), is super-sensuous, eternal, 
and one (VII. ii. 28). It is established by inference, and is quite distinct from 
Substance, Attribute, Action, Genus, and Species (VII. ii. 27.) 

(g) We shall now briefly dwell upon the second main division of Name- 
able Things, that is, Non-existence. Non-existence is primarily two-fold, 
non-existence of relation and non-existence of identity. Non-existence of 
relation is divided as antecedent, as of a water-pot prior to its coming into 
existence, consequent, as of the water-pot subsequent to its passing out of 
existence, and absolute, as darkness. Non-existence of identity is such that the 
nature of a cow does not exist in a horse, and vice versa. Non-existence is an 
object of perception (IX. i. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10.) 

The aphoris?ns of Kanada , just now cited,- are specially directed to contro¬ 
vert the Samkhya theory, Sat-Mrya-vdda, that the effect is existent even prior 
to its production. Vide also I. ii. 1 and VII. ii. 8. 

7. THE VAISESIKA THEORY OF CREATION AND DISSOLUTION 
OF THE COSMIC SYSTEM.* 

We have already observed that Kanada does not carry his analysis of 
the Cosmic System behind the start of what may be called secondary creation. 
This limitation of his enquiry should be constantly borne in mind in estimating 
the soundness of his theories. Now, at the beginning of secondary creation, 
there exist ultimate atoms of Earth, Water, Fire, and Air, and Time, Space, 


*Read II. i. 18,19. IV. i. 1, 2, 8, 4, 5. V. ii. 1,12,18. VII. ii. 9,10. X. ii. 2. 
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-ther, Souls and Minds. Primary Creation means the emanation or evolution 
of these entities from the Supreme being ; but with this we are not at present 
concerned. It should be observed, however, that the system of the universe 
has no internal purpose of its own, but that it exists for the sake of the 
Souls. In other words, the evolution of the world is not an end in itself; the 
reason of its existence lies in so far as it explains, accounts for, makes possible 
and helps the evolution of the Souls, travelling in succession through all forms 
of moi tal existence, unjler the influence of Adr/stam t according to the law of 
Karma . It should be also observed that each secondary creation and each 
secondary dissolution that follows the former, make up one c} cle, the duration 
of which is twice 15,55,20,00,00,00,00,0 years, and a number of^uch eyrie roll 
by before one great cycle of primary creation and ultimate dissolution can be 
completed. In each minor cycle, the great Lord presides over the universe, 
during integration, as the Evolver, and, during disintegration, as the With- 
drawer. 

Now, at the close of the period of the Evolver, the great Lord desires to 

give rest to the struggling souls,-struggling to get relief from the sufferings 

of mortal existence and release from the chain of Adrv&avy, and no sooner is 
such desire entertained by Him than are suspended the functions of the 
Adpstarrf unseen principles, appertaining to every Soul, which are the primary 
causes of the formation of bodies, of senses, and of Earth, Water, Fire, and 
A.r And the same desire of the Great Lord, penetrating into Souls and 
Ultimate Atoms produces act.ons which result in disjunction of the constituent 

of those^au" ^ *** °" ^ CeSSa,i ° n hereb * of the conjunction 

f those causes, disintegration continues till the Ultimate Atoms are reached 

Ltkew'se, Earth, Water, Fire, and Air are. one after another, resolved bade' 

to then Ultimate Atoms. These Ultimate Atoms and Souls charged with 

tnent, dement, and latent impressions, exist in a state of disintegration during 

'Tie 1 r.‘ SUCh ^ ,hC P,0Ce£S ° f seco »<lary dissolution 

to C , °, se ° f the penod of dls,nt cgration, again, the Great Lord desires 
to create, and thereupon, under the influence of Ad,,sta m , merit and demerit 
appertaining to every Sou., action is produced in the ultimate atoms oTa ’ 

through conjunction w.th the desire of the Lord, and the great element of Air 

is thereby produced in the series of binary atomic aggregates etc and Acts 
Oil Ether in ceaseless flow. In the same o 1 # „ ’ 1 " d floatb 

. . e vva y» and following the same conr^ 

of evolution, the great element of . .. 6 course 

w« ;Le.f,erT ° e ‘J eI h' """ • 

from tl,e ultimate atoms of Earth ; and lastly, the great element of Fire"’ Wat "’ 
in Earth, from the ultimate elements of Fire i hf r e,eniem ° Fire, appears, 

thus sprung into .xistenee, the v.r y tvi,,.^, ££? tZ'Z ^ 

living beings, and, according to the stored ud cor UP * ° of c,eatlon of 

h, the So„,s h, the previous 0,^^ 
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anns f Celestials, Seers, Pilris , Men, and all other animals, high and low, 
all differing from one another in cognition, experience, and length of life, 
and endows them with religious tendency, cognition, dispassion, and other 
excellences in accordance with their deserts. Such is the process of secondary 
creation. 

Kanada of course has not given us such a complete account of creation 
and dissolution in his Aphorisms. But this is the traditional view, and the 
reference to the above in his aphorisms is, in the circumstances of the case, 
sufficient to show that he accepts it. 

Now, in the above account we have started with the existence of Ultimate 
Atoms and of Adristam . We will now see how Kandda proves their existence. 

{a) Ultimate Atoms. 

The eternal is that which is existent and uncaused (IV. i. 1). The eternal 
exists (IV. i. 4). Tilings as they appear in nature cannot be eternal, for, being 
effects, they are destroyed, as they are produced. In them, however, the 
relation of parts and wholes is a matter of ordinary experience. It cannot be 
unlimited, since, otherwise, (here would be no difference in quantity between 
mount Meru and a grain of mustard seed, both being originated by infinite 
parts. Therefore, a substance without parts must be the limit, and that 
substance is the ultimate atom (IV. i. 2). It is eternal (IV. i. 5, and VII. i. 20) 
and imperceptible. And as there are four elements, so there are four classes 
of Ultimate Atoms. 

(b) Adristam. 

Adristam lias been declared to be the cause also of earthquake and other 
terrestrial disturbances (V. ii. 2), of the growth, flowers, fruits, and the like 
of trees (V. ii. 7), of desire for particular objects (VI. ii. 10), and of other 
effects (V. i. 15 and V. ii. 13). What, then, may be this adristam ? It is, 
as its name implies, an unseen principle, capable of initiating changes. It is 
intended to denote the potential after-effects of volitional acts performed in 
previous births. It consists of dharma , merit, and adharma , demerit, and 
inheres in the Soul. The doctrine of adrifiam is based upon the law of 
karma which includes causation and conservation of energy. The existence 
of adfistam may be demonstrated in the following manner : Voluntary act 
is an act done with a definite purpose or end. Such ends are within view 
in the case of acts like milking, cooking, etc ; fruits of certain other acts, e.g. f 
sowing, ploughing, planting, etc., appear in the near or distant future, as the 
case may be, but, in any ease on earth, and generally within the life-time of the 
agent; while there are other acts such as sacrifice, charity, pure living, high 
thinking, religious observances, etc., (VI. ii. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9), the fruits of 
which are not enjoyable on earth. These acts cannot be said to be purposeless ; 
nor can name and fame be the result of them, for they are not performed with 
an eye to it. On the other hand, as the Veda declares, Exaltation is the 
fruit of acts the purposes of which are not within sight (VI. ii. 1 and X. ii. 8), 
and the authority of the Veda rests on the strongest proof (II. i. 3 and X. ii. 9). 
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Now, Exaltation includes spiritual intuition of the self, the result of Yoga 
or holy communion, as well as enjoyment of heaven, the result of sacrifice, 
almsgiving, ministration, and the like. These results obviously accrue in the 
most distant future; so that they cannot be directly or immediately connected 
with their respective causes, that is, acts which by nature (II. ii. 25) speedily 
vanish out of existence. Hence it follows that there is f in these cases, an 
intermediate common substratum of the action and the fruit, and this is 
adristam. It is, in other words, an acquired capability or tendency of the 
Soul. The same method of demonstration applies to the case of adharma 
produced from cruelty, impurity, and the like causes. 


8. KANADA’S theory of the cosmic evolution of the soul. 

Activity may be Sakdma , directed to the attainment of objects of desire 
or the avoidance of objects of aversion } or Ni§kama , employed, not with a view 
to enjoy the consequences, but in a spirit of devotion to duty. Sakdma activity 
is the souice of adri^an (q.v.) or dharma and adharma } and Nigkdma activity 
produces purification of the ckitta or mind, t.e., the internal organ, of the faults 
of desire and aversion I he former induces inclination to worldly experience, 
and the latter induces disinclination towards it. Now, under the influence of 

Avidyd (q.v.», the Soul, possessing desire and aversion, acquires dharma and 
adharma which lead it into worldly existence. If the quantum of dharma is 
gteater than that of adharma, the Soul comes into conjunction with agreeable 
physical organism, senses, and objects, in strict accordance witli the results of 
previous acts to be enjoyed, in the world of Brahma , Indra, Prajdpati , Pi/ps, 
or en. If, on the other hand, the quantum of adharma is greater than that of 
dharma, the Soul comes into conjunction with disagreeable body, senses, and 
objects, amongst Pretas or a class of fallen Souls and the lower animals, as well 
as in the vegetable kingdom, etc. In this way, in consequenee of dharma and 
a harma, the Soul undergoes, over and over again, a cabined, cribbed and 
confined existence, in the celestial, human, animal, and hellish kingdoms. This 
is the order of creation. 

It does not follow, however, that the law of karma, in other words, the 
doctrine oi adrift am, binds the Soul as with a chain of iron, so that there can 
be no escape from it, except, if it be, by means of an extraordinary intervention 
immediate or mediate, on the part of God. For Kandda, or, for the matter of that,’ 
any Hindu thinker, does not advocate determinism in Philosophy nor preaches 
vicarious salvati >n in Religion. On the contrary, it is the pride and °l 0 ry of 
Hindu philosophy and Hindu Religion (between which there has never been 
any divorce, as in the west) that it upholds and vindicates the intrinsic freedom 
of the Soul, and teaches to the world for all time that, as the Soul happens to 
be the cause of its own suffering, real or imaginary whatever that may be so 

it is quite capable of working out its own salvation, which no external aeencv 
can do lor it. 6 * 
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Now, Kandda's idea of salvation or more properly, release, moksa, wherein 
consists Nihs'reyasam , the Supreme Good, is relative to what the state of trans- 
migratory existence, over and over again, as described above, implies. In the 
first place, it implies a state of bondage, —of slavish attachment to objects of 
pleasure and pain, of desire and aversion,—of limitation by the physical embo¬ 
diment, by the senses, and by the surroundings, in time, place, and situation 
and circumstances. In the second place, it implies all that is the necessary 
accompaniment of such mortal existence, —multitude of afflictions caused by 
influences from within the body as well as from outside it, from physical, animal, 
human, and superhuman agencies,—in one word, pain, or suffering, technically 
called, the three-fold afflictions. The Supreme Good, therefore, consists in the 
final cessation of these three-fold applications (I. i. 4), and Release means 
release from the coil of mortality (V. II. 18). 

How then can Release be obtained ? We have seen that dharma and 
adharma are causes of birth, that is conjunction of Soul with body, mind, and 
life, and of death, that is, disjunction of body, mind, and Soul (V. ii. 17 and VI. 
ii. 15). Application to acts which produce dharma and adharma , is induced by 
Desire and Aversion (VI. ii. 14). Desire and Aversion arise respectively from 
pleasure and pain (VI. ii. 10), and promiscuously from habit (VI. ii. 11), adrtftayp 
(VI. ii. 12) and racial characteristics (VI. ii. 13). Pleasure and Pain result 
from contact of Soul, sense, mind, and object (V. ii. 10), action of the 
mind establishing connection between the Soul and the senses and objects. 
Action does not originate in the mind when it has become steady in 
the Soul ; after this, there is non-existence of pain in the embodied Soul. 
It is this state, of permanent impossibility of pain, which is called yaga 
or holy communion (V. ii. 16). In yoga , the Soui acquires perfect control 
over the internal and external senses, and once more regains its natural 
freedom from all limitation in respect of cognition as well as volition 
and creative power (VI. II. 16). It then derives accurate knowledge of previ¬ 
ously produced dharma and adharma , which have to be experienced in other 
bodies and places, builds up various bodies suitable to such experience, and 
exhausts that dharma and adharma by experiencing them in those bodies. And 
Release consists in the non-existence of conjunction with the body, whether 
after death or during life, as is the case with those who are called Jlvanmukta , 
/>., released While living, when there is, at the same time, no potential body 
existing, and consequently re-birth cannot take place in future (V. ii. 18). 
Emancipation, therefore, characterised as final cessation of pain, ensues on 
the cessation of birth, due to cessation of tendency to acts which bind down, 
in consequence of non-production of subsequent dharma and adharma , oil 
account of the dispersion of the mists of faults characterised as desire , averstow , 
and infatuation, by means of spiritual intuition of the Soul in the state of yoga . 
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THE VAISESIKA SUTRAS OF KANADA 

WITH THE 

COMMENTARY OF S'ANKARA MI&RA 

AND 

EXTRACTS FROM THE GLOSS OF JAYANARAYANA 


Book First—Chapter First. 

Upaskim .—Salutation to Sri Ganesa. I bow to Hara, who has the heavenly river 
playing on the lap of his uptiecl matted locks, and whose forehead is adorned with the 
embellisher of the night. My salutations constantly roach those two, Kanada and Bha- 
vanatha, by whom I have been thoroughly enlightened in the Yaisefika system. May 
success attend this venture of mine who, like the funambulist in the air, walk here 
without any support, with the only help of the Si Xtram (rope or aphorism). 

Being overcome with the three-fold afflictions,* people endowed 
with discriminative intelligence, collected from the various Srutis, Srinitis, 
ItihAsas and Puranas, in the course of their search for a radical remedy 
for the prevention of the three afflictions, that the immediate under¬ 
standing oE the principle of the Soul or simply, self-realization, alone is 
that remedy. They then approached the very kind sage Kanada with 
the desire of enquiring of him the way for the attainment of that even. 
Now, the sage Kanada, possessing knowledge of essences, lordliness and 
dispassion, remembering that it is the knowledge of the essences of the 
six padarthas (predicables) by way of their resemblance and difference 
which is the great way for the attainment of self-realization, and thinking 
that that knowledge will be of easy access to them through the dharma 
of renunciation and that therefore he will first of all teach them 
dharma (piety) as it is in itself and in its characteristics, and after that 
the six padarthas also, by their enumeration, definition, and demonstra¬ 
tion,—proposes, in order to draw their attention : 

* I.c., Pains due to (1) mental and bodily processes, (2) physical forces and (3) Spirits 
and such other entities, and other created beings, men, animals, etc. 
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Eivriti. He who of His own will spreads out the production, pre¬ 
servation, and destruction of the universe ; He who, even though shining 
forth in suppression of all these, still is not known by other than wise 
men ; He, by knowing whom as He is in Himself, men are saved from 
further immersion into the waves of the stream of transmigration ; the 
same is Bliava (i.e., the Lord of Creation), and He is easy of access by 
the path of communion with Him in constant devotion. May He be 
pleased to give you prosperity. I adore Bhavani (the consort of Bhava), 
Mahetfi (the consort of Malioda, the Great Lord), who, Herself bearing 
limbs as dark as the cloud, still dispels the mass of darkness by myriads 
of collected rays; who while cutting asunder the bond of re-birth of Her 
devotees, is Herself bound by love to Bliava and is His constant delighter; 
who, although She is a lady of high birth, yet wears the clothes of the 
quarters; who, although She is born of the Immobile (the Himalaya', 
still moves from place to place ; and who, while being the consort of the 
Pure (Siva), is seated on a corpse. 

After bowing to his good preceptor, the fortunate twice-born 
Jayanarayana is writing out the vivriti (explanation or elaboration) of the 
aphorisms of Kanada for the pleasure of fsvara. 

Here indeed one and all of the disciples, desiring to throw off the 
multitude of afflictions arising from birth, decrepitude, death, and the 
like, hear from the various Srutis, Smritis, Itihasas, Puranas, etc., that 
the vision of the reality of the Self is the fundamental means of escaping 
them. Thus, there is the $ruti: “ Verily, verily, the Self is to be seen, to 
be heard about, to be thought over, and meditated upon. Verily, 0 verily, 
this is (the measure of) immortality (Brihadaranyaka 2, 4,5); ” also, “ when 
the Puru§a (the in-dweller) will know himself—the Self—as “ I am,” then 
wishing what, for which desire, will lie pursue the course of transmigra¬ 
tion ? ” And the Smriti also : l> By elaborating his understanding in three 
ways, namely by sacred writings, inference, and habitual flow of contem¬ 
plation, a person attains to laudable communion.” 

Now, some disciples, who were unenvious and who had properly 
studied the Vedas and the Veda/igas, (i.e., treatises regarded as so many 
limbs as it were of the Vedas) and had also achieved the Sravaya (i.e., the 
stage of self culture known by the name, audition, in other words the mere 
acquisition of knowledge or information as referred to in the preceding 
paragraph), with due rites approached the great and mighty age Kanada 
for the purpose of manana or intellection (the second stage of self-culture, 
i.e., that of discriminative understanding). Thereupon that sage, full of 
great compassiou, taught them a system (of self-culture) in Ten Books. 





WNlSl/f 



KAN ADA SIJTBAS I, 1-1. 


< 3 > 


There in the First Book he Inis stated the entire group of padarthas 
(Predicables); in the Second Book he has ascertained Substance ; in the 
Third Book he has described the Soul and the Inner Sense; in the 
Fourth Book he has discussed the body and its constituents; in the 
Fifth Book he has established Karma (Action); in the Sixth Book 
he has considered Dharma (piety) according to Sruti; in the Seventh 
Book he has established Attribute and Samavtiya (co-inherence or com¬ 
bination); in the Eighth Book he has ascertained the manifestation of 
knowledge, its source, and so on ; in the Ninth Book he has established 
particular or concrete understanding; and in the Tenth Book he has 
established the differences of the attributes of the Soul. 

The operation of this treatise (towards teaching) is three-fold : Enu¬ 
meration, Definition, and Examination or Demonstration. Classification 
or Division is a particular form of Enumeration ; and hence it does not 
constitute an additional method. 

Although this system is mainly concerned with the determination 
of the Predicables, still, inasmuch as Dharma, being at the root of the 
knowledge of the essence of the Predicables, possesses a prominence of 
its own, therefore ho (Kanada) proposes to ascertain that (Dharma) first 
of all: 



Subject Proposed. 

STVTUt =.<4RWJI¥WI: II % I % I ? II 

Atha, now. Atah, therefore, Dharmmam, piety, religion. 

Vyakliyasydmah, (We).shall explain. 

1. Now, therefore, we shall explain Dharma. —1. 

Upciskfiva .— 1 Atha* indicates sequence to the desire of the disciples. ‘Atah ’—Because 
disciples, skilful in Srava ia (audition), etc., and unenvions, approached (him), therefore. 
Or the word ‘ atha ’ has the sense of auspiciousness. For it has been said: u OmkCira 
(aum) and the word Atha— these two came out, at the beginning, by breaking through 
the throat of Brahm& ;’hence both of them are auspicious.” And it is as it should be. 
How, otherwise, is it possible on the part of the great sage, While composing the Vaises ika 
system of self-culture, not to observe the auspicious ceremony, which has acquired the 
obligatory nature of a duty, by a succession of observances by pious men ? It cannot bo 
said, on the other side, •* The non-observance might be due to the experience of the non- 
apperance of fruit even where the auspicious ceremony has been observed and of the 
appearance of fruit even where it has not been observed; since a wise man does not 
engage in a useless pursuit.” For its usefulness becomes certain on the supposition of 
its observance in another birth in the case of the above non-observance where the fruit 
still appears, and of defect in some part (of the ceremony) in the case of the above obser¬ 
vance, where the fruit does not still appear. Again there need be also no apprehension 
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of its uselessness merely on account of the non-appearance, for the time being, 
of tho fruit of that the obligatory nature of which has been taught in the Sruti and can 
be inferred from tho conduct of tho elect or polite. Nor is it that there can bo no suppo¬ 
sition of something in another birth since it must produce its fruit in this (one) life only; 
because, as in the case of the sacrifice for the birth of a son, so here the characteristic 
of producing fruit in one and the same life is not proved to exist. Whereas the character¬ 
istic of producing fruit in one and the same life belongs to Kdriri (sacrifice for rain) and 
other sacrifices, because these are performed with that desire alone. Here the agent is 
desirous of completion, as the agent in a sacrifice is desirous of heaven. The difference 
is that there tho object (of the observance) is a new entrance in the shape of cidri$tam f 
while here it is the annihilation of hindrances, since the undertaking is with the desire 
that what has been begun may be safely completed. 

It cannot be said that the consequence of the observance is the mere 
annihilation of hindrances while completion will follow from its own 
cause. For, the mere annihilation of obstacles is not in itself an object of 
volition, whereas completion as the means of happiness is an object of 
volition, and it is also uppermost in the mind. Moreover the mere 
destruction of demerits is not the end ; for that being otherwise capable 
of accomplishment by propitiation, singing the name of God, crossing 
the river Karman&sSil, etc-, there will be a plurality of causes, i.e., a violation 
of the rule (that only the observance of the omen will produce the end). 
If it is held that the destruction of demerits is the end, as the destruction 
of the particular demerits which obstruct the fulfilment of the undertaking, 
then the fulfilment itself properly becomes the end. Here too there will 
he a violation of the rule, since such destruction of particular demerits is 
producible by gift of gold, bathing (at the confluence of the Gan git and 
Yamunfi.) at Prayaga (Allahabad), etc. ; and it will be rash to speak of 
them as so many good omens. 


Again, the causality of the good omen consists in this that it being 
observed, the completion must necessarily follow. So it has been said : 
“ Because of the rule that the end necessarily results from an act, complete 
in all its parts, according to the Veda.” Hence an alternative cause also is 
certainly a cause, for the idea of a cause in the Veda refers only to the 
uniformity of immediateness or to the immediate sequence of the effect. 
It is perverse to suppose a difference in kind in the effects, in the case of 
a plurality of causes. Where causality has to be deduced from sequence 
(i.e., cause to effect) as well as from antecedence (i.e , from effect to cause) 
there the rule of antecedence to the effect should be observed, but not in 
the Veda also, where the question of (arguing from effect to cause or) 
regression or reversion does not figure as a weighty consideration. Thus 
there is no violation of the rule that the omen being observed in its 
parts, the completion necessarily follows, 
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Now, completion or fulfilment is that on the performance of which 
arises the belief that this act has been completed. In the case of writings, 
it consists in the writing of the last sentence, in the case of a sacrifice, 
etc., in the final oblation, in the case of a cloth, etc., in the addition of the 
last thread, in the case of going to a village, etc., in the final contact of 
the feet with the village ; and it should be similarly understood in all 
other cases. Therefore in the case of completion due to auspicious 
observance, even if we suppose a difference in kind in the effect, 
still there is no violation of the rule in both respects (sequence and 
reversion). 

An auspicious observance is an act which brings about fulfilment 
as its end by the path of the annihilation of obstacles, and that is really 
of the form of salutation to the deity, etc. Even where obstacles do not 
exist of themselves, although the commonly attributed (as above) 
characteristic of issuing by the path of the annihilation of obstacles is 
absent there, still the idea of the auspicious observance is not too narrow,, 
because the salutation, etc., as such, possess the incidence of the character¬ 
istic of issuing by the path of the annihilation of obstacles. This is the 
point.—1. 

The Vivriti adds: Others again say that the non-existence of 
any hindrance having been insured by the virtue born of concentration 
(Yoga), the sage did not attend to the auspicious observance, or that if he 
did, he has not inserted that at the beginning of the book. Later 
thinkers, on the other hand, say that as in the treatise of Gautama (i.e., 
Nyiiya Sutra), in the recital of the word pramana (Proof) which falls 
within the group of the names of God, so too in this treatise, the 
auspicious ceremony has been observed, in the form of reciting the word 
dharma, which also is a synonym of God. 

It should be understood here that dharma leads up to knowledge 
by the way of the purification of the mind ( ehitta ), thirst after knowledge, 
and so on. For the Veda says : “ They come to thirst after knowledge 

by the performance of sacrifices,” etc. And says the Smriti also, “ Know¬ 
ledge is produced after demerits or dark deeds have been destroyed by 
good acts.” 

Definition of Dharma. 

: e IM n u || 

w. Yatafi, whence. Abhyudaya, nifi&jreyasa- 

siddhih, Exaltation, Supreme Good, Accomplishment. Sa^i, that, tph 
Pharma ? Piety, Religion. 
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Dharma (is) that from which (results) the accomplish¬ 
ment of Exaltation and of the Supreme Good. 2. 


Upask&ra. —Now he describes the subject proposed : 

* Abhyudaya ’ means knowledge of the essences. ‘Nihifreyasam’ is 
final cessation of pain. That, from which both of them result is dharma. 
The compound of the two words, rendered as ‘nihdreyasa’ by the path 
of ‘abhyudaya,’ belongs to that class of compounds which are formed by 
the elision of the middle term ; or it is a Tat-purusa compound ablatively 
formed. 

This dharma will be later on described as being characterised by 
forbearance. If it is the effect of constant contemplation and other 
practices of Yoga and is the same as adrhtam (the invisible, potential after¬ 
effects of actions, or Merit and Demerit), then it is producible by positive 
performances. 

The Vrittikara, however, says : “‘Abhyudaya’ is happiness, and 
‘ nihifreyasam ’ the simultaneous annihilation of all the particular attri¬ 
butes ( i.e ,, modifications) of the Soul. The proof is that in the case of 
dharma, the body, etc., of Devadatta are made up of elements so directed 
by the particular attributes of the enjoyer or sufferer, and as they are 
-products or effects, they are, as the means of his enjoyment or experience, 
like a garland made by himself.” Now this explanation has been 
discarded by superficial readers as being not wide enough to apply to 
each and all (a). Whereas in fact “ what is dharma ? and what its charac¬ 
teristic ? ”—the enquiry of the disciples being of such a general nature, 
the answer comes, “ That from which (results) the accomplishment of 
Exaltation and of the Supreme Good.” 


Thus, that which leads to the attainment of Exaltation, and also 
that which leads to the attainment of the Supreme Good, both of them 
are dharma. Thus that the invariable cause of the object of volition is 
dharma, being the matter to be expressed, the expression “ the accom¬ 
plishment of Exaltation and of the Supreme Good ” has been used with 
the object of specially introducing the two great objects of volition, viz., 
happiness and absence of pain. Because paradise and emancipation are 
the only great objects of volition, being the objects of desire which is not 
dependent upon desire for ulterior objects. And it will be shown that the 
absence of pain also is an object of volition. 2. 

[Note.—(a). “ Not wide enough to apply to each and all.”-The separate character¬ 

istics are that it produces pleasure and that it produces the Supreme Good. The former 
floes not include the dharma of nivritti J*nd the latter does not include the dharma 




of pravritti. The collective characteristic is that it produces both pleasure and the 
Supreme Good. And this does not include that which produces pleasure only, nor that 
which produces the Supreme Good only. Thus the definition of dliarma as explained by 
the Vpittikara is in either case too narrow. This is, according to Upaskara, the view of 
superficial readers.] 

Authority of the Veda. 

ymu! j -irr 111 n i 3 n 

Tadvachanat, being His Word or declaration, or its (of dharma) 
exposition. Amnayasya, of the Veda. Pramanyam, authorita¬ 

tiveness. 

3. The authoritativeness of the Veda (arises from 
its) being the Word of God [or being an exposition of dhar¬ 
ma ].—3. 

Upaskara .—It may be objected, “ Well, the Veda is the authority for this that dharma 
characterised by nivritti is the source of the Supremo Good by means of the know¬ 
ledge of the essence or reality. But we are doubtful about the authoritativeness of the 
Veda itself, on account of the faults of falsity, contradiction, and repetition. Falsity is 
shown by the non-production of the son, even after the sacrifice for a son has been per¬ 
formed. The homa (oblation to fire) after sun-rise, etc., actually prescribed in the ordinan¬ 
ces 4 Ho offers oblation unto fire after sunrise, ho offers oblation unto fire before sunrise, 
he offers oblation unto fire at a belated hour/ is counteracted by such texts as ‘Syava 
(a dog of Yama) eats up the oblation of him who offers oblation unto lire after sunrise, 
Savala (the other dog of Yama) cats up the oblation of him who offers oblation 
unto fire before suurise, Syava aud Savaia eat up the obtation of him who offers oblation 
unto fire at a belated hour/ etc. And repetition surely appears from the mention of the 
thrice recital of the first and the last Sdmidheni (the ftik III. 27. l-Il. directed to kindle 
fire) in ‘He will recite the first for three times, he will recite the last for three times/ 
Besides there is nothing to establish the authoritativeness of the Veda. Its eter- 
nality being uncertain, its eternal freedom from defect also becomes doubtful. On the 
other hand, if it is the product of a human brain, then by the possibility of mistake, over 
sight; uncertainty, want of skill in the agent, etc., its characteristic of boing the infallible 
testimony of a great and good ( dpta) man, certainly becomes doubtful. Thus there is no 
Supreme Good, nor is knowledge of reality its means, nor again is dharma. Thus all this 
remains uncertain.” 

To meet this objection ho says : 

‘ Tat ’ alludes to God whose existence is a well-known, although the 
word does not appear in the context; as in the aphorism of Gautama, 
“ That is unauthoritative on account of the faults of falsity, contradiction 
and repetition,” the Veda is alluded to by the word ‘ tat,’ although it does 
not appear in the context. Thus ‘tadvachanat,’ means being the composition 
of Him, Mvara ; ‘amnayasya,’ of the Veda ; ‘ pramanyam.’ Or, ‘ tat’ refers 
to dliarma only which is close by, i. e., in the context. Thus, of dharma • 

‘ vachanat,’ being the exposition ; amnayasya, of the Veda ; ‘ pramanyam -’ 
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since that statement is really proof which establishes something which is 
authoritative. God and the quality of His being an apta (i. e., a great and 
good person) will be established later on. 


Now, with reference to what has been said, namely, “ on account 
of the faults of falsity, contradiction, and repetition,” there in the case of 
falsity, the explanation lies in the supposition of producing result in 
another existence or the supposition of defect in the act, the agent, and the 
instrument, since there is the rule that the result necessarily follows from 
an act, complete in all its parts, prescribed in the Veda. Moreover it is 
not the case that the resul t must appear in this and only this life, as in the 
case of Karin, (i.e., sacrifice fpr rain). There the occupation is that of 
one who desires a revival of crops which are getting dry. In the case of 
the sacrifice for a son, the occupation is that of one who desires a son only. 
This is the difference. There is also no contradiction, because the con¬ 
demnatory passages such as “Syava eats up his oblations,” etc., have 
reference only to cases where after having particularly vowed oblations 
after sunrise, etc., one performs such homas at other times. Nor is there 
the fault of repetition, because the repetition has this justification that 
eleven mantras for kindling fire having been as a matter of fact recited, 
fifteen such mantras as required by the text, “ By the means of the 
fifteen word-thunders he opposed that enemy who is here,” cannot be 
obtained without reciting the first and the last mantra for three times 
each.—3. 

Vivpiti. —Or here the word ‘ tat ’ itself denotes Trfvara, on the strength 
of the saying : “ Om, Tat, Sat —this has been remembered to be the three¬ 
fold reference to Brahman.” 


Knowledge of Predicables is the means of attaining the Supreme Good. 

Dharmma-visesa-prasQtat, Produced by a particular dhar - 
tna. —Dravya-gutja-karmma-samanya-vi&fii-sam- 

avayanam, of Substance, Attribute, Action, Genus, Species, and Combina tion. 
^TtfrsiT -Padarthanam, of the padarthas or predicables. 

Sadharmmya-vaidharmmyabhyam, By means of resemblance and difference. 

-Tattvajfianat, From knowledge of the essence. ffrWTCPl Ni^re- 
yasam— The Supreme Good. 
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4. The Supreme Good (results) from the knowledge, 
produced by a particular dharma, of the essence of the Pre¬ 
dicables, Substance, Attribute, Action, Genus, Species, and 
Combination, by means of their resemblances aj .d differences. 
Or, the Supreme Good (results) from (the study of) this 



Treatise or System, produced by a particular 
teaches the knowledge, etc.—4. 


virtue, which 


Upaskc'ira. Having described the nature and characteristic of clharnia in accordance 

with the desire of the disciples, he lays down the following aphorism for ascertaining 
iI ---- 


the subject-matter and the relation : 

Such knowledge of the essences is dependent upon the VaWesika 
System; therefore it goes without saying that it too |s a source of 
the Supreme Good. If, through its derivation in an instrumental sense, 
namely, that the essence is known by it, the word ‘tattvajliana’ refers 
to the treatise, then it will not have apposition to the word ‘ dhar- 
ma-viffesa-prashtat.’ In ‘ dravya-guna, etc.,’ the compound is a ‘ copu¬ 
lative compound ’ wherein all the words are . prominent, because the 
knowledge of the essence of all the Predicables is the source of the 
Supreme Good. 

Now, here the ‘relation ’ is understood to be : between the Doctrine 
and the Supreme Good, that of the means and the end or motive ; bet¬ 
ween the Doctrine and the knowledge of the essences, that of form and 
matter ; between the Supreme Good and the knowledge of the essences, 
that of effect and cause ; between the Predicables, Substance, etc., and 
the Doctrine, that of the demonstrable and that which demonstrates. 


And from the knowledge of these relations, those who seek the Supreme 
Good apply themselves to this Doctrine, and those who desire salvation 
apply to it only when they realize that the sage is an apta or trust-worthy. 

‘ NilNreyasam ’ is final cessation of pain ; and the finality of the 
cessation of pain lies in the non-simultaneousness with the antecedent 
non-existence ( i. e., potential existence) of co-extensive pain, or in the 
simultaneousness with the annihilation of all the co-existent and co¬ 
extensive particular attributes of the soul. 

Or salvation is the antecedent non-existence of pain up to the mo¬ 
ment of the annihilation of the innumerable particular attributes. Not 
that it is not an object of volition, being incapable of achievement, because 
even antecedent non-existence can be brought about by the neutralisation 
of the cause. Nor does it thereby lose in the characteristic of being antece¬ 
dent non-existence, because such characteristic remains as the characteristic 
2 
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“ tlie non-existeuce of that which produces the opposite (i. e., the exis¬ 
tence of pain); and productiveness is merely compatibility with itself. 
Again, antecedent non-existence is not the last member or element, 
so that it existing, the effect must necessarily appear ; for if it were so, 
then it would follow that an effect also has no beginning. Thus, as in 
the absence of a contributory cause it did not produce the effect so long, 
so also in future it will not produce it without the co-operation of a con¬ 
tributory cause, the person operating to the eradication of the cause. 
Therefore this aphorism too upholds antecedent non-existence. Hence in 
the second aphorism of Gautama, “ Pain, birth, activity, faults, and false 
notions—on the successive removal of these in turn, there is the removal 
of the one next preceding and thereafter salvation ” the statement of the 
non-existence of the effect on the non-existence of the cause, strengthens 
the idea of salvation as having the form of the antecedent non-existence 
of pain. Removal of activity on the removal of faults, removal of birth 
on the removal of activity, of pain on the removal of birth here removal 
does not mean annihilation but non-production, and that is nothing but 
antecedent non-existence. It is not that the opposite is not known to be 
real, for the opposite is surely known to be real in the form of pain in gene¬ 
ral, as in the case of propitiation, since there too only the non-production 
of pain is expected through the annihilation of faults. In the world 
also it is seen that the removal of the snake, thorn, etc., has the object of 
the non-production of pain. So the activity of the wise is directed only 
towards removing the causes of pain. 

Some however say : “ Only the absolute non-existence of pain is 
salvation. If it is not seated in the Soul, yet as seated in the stone, etc., 
it is proved in the Soul; and its proof lies in the annihilation of the pain 
which does not accompany the prior non-existence (or potential existence) 
of pain, as it is found in ‘ relation ’ to the annihilation of such pain, see¬ 
ing that such annihilation taking place, there arises the consciousness of 
the absolute non-existence of pain in that place. This being so, such 
texts of the Veda as “ He moves about being absolutely relieved of pain,” 
also become explained.” We reply that it is not so. Absolute non-exis¬ 
tence of pain, being incapable of accomplishment, is not an object of 
voluntary activity. Nor has annihilation of pain any ‘ relation ’ to that, 
since this would entail a technicality. The text of the Veda “He moves 
about being absolutely relieved of pain” implies that byway of the 
neutralization of causes prior non-existence of pain may be reduced into 
a condition similar to that of the absolute non-existence of pain. It can¬ 
not be said, “ This is not an object of the Will, as it is not an object of 
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desire which is not externally conditioned, because those only who seel 
pleasure, become active in the removal of pain, seeing that pleasure is not 
produced at the time of pain because it is equally easy to say the contrary 
also. Will not desire for pleasure also be conditioned by the absence of pain ? 
seeing that men overwhelmed with grief as well as those who turn their 
faces away from pleasure, having in view only the absence of pain, are 
inclined to swallowing poison, hanging themselves, etc. Also it cannot 
be said, “ Even if it is an object of the will, it is so only because it is an 
object of cognition. But salvation as absence of pain is not even an 
object of cognition. Otherwise (i. e., if to be an object of cognition were 
not a necessary condition of being an object of the will) men would 
be inclined to bring about states of swoon, etc.;” for that which is capable 
of being known from the Veda and by inference cannot be reasonably 
said to bo unknowable. For there are the texts of the Veda : “He moves 
about being absolutely relieved of pain,” “ By knowing Him only one 
transcends death,” etc. There is inference also : The series of pain is 
finally or absolutely rooted out, because it is a series like a series of 
lamps ; and so on. It can be known by perception also, since final anni¬ 
hilation of pain for a moment becomes the subject-matter of thought in 
the realization of pain in consciousness, and also because the yogins per¬ 
ceive the future annihilation of pain by virtue of the power born of con¬ 
centration (yoga). It cannot be said, “ Still, the loss and gain being the 
same, it is not the object of the will, since with pain, pleasure is also 
removed, the removal of botli being due to the same set of causes for 
men naturally dispassionate and fearful of dark days of suffering and 
who overestimate every glow-worm of pleasure, are active to that end. It 
cannot again be said, “ Cessation of pain is not the object of the will; 
because cessation of pain which is yet to come, is impossible, pain 
which is past is in the past, and pain which is present will cease 
even without an effort of the person for the activity of the person is 
towards the eradication of causes, as in penances. Thus false knowledge 
attended with desire is the cause of Saihsara, i. e., succession of mortal 
existence ; it is rooted out by the knowledge of the truth about the 
Self; and knowledge of the truth about the Self is producible by the 
practices of Yoga ; hence activity in this direction is justified. 

It cannot be said that only the manifestation of permanent pleasure 
is salvation and not the absence of pain ; for there is no proof that pleasure 
can be permanent, if there were such proof then the manifestation of 
pleasure being constant, there would be no difference between a worldly 
and an other-worldly or liberated man, and also manifestation being a 
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product or effect, on its termination there will again follow Saihsara 
stream of mortal existence. 



It cannot be said that salvation consists in the laya or disappearance 
of the Jivdtma or embodied Self into the Brdhmdtrrid or un-embodied or 
universal Self; for if laya means amalgamation, then there is an obstacle, 
as two do not become one. It cannot be explained that laya means the 
removal of the subtle embodiment composed of the eleven senses and of 
the physical organism ; for hereby the absence of the causes of pain being 
implied, it follows that the absence of pain alone is salvation. 

Hereby the doctrine of the Eliadaridins (a sect who carry staffs 
consisting of single sticks) that salvation means the remaining of the pure 
Self after the cessation of Nescience or false knowledge and that Self is 
by nature true knowledge and happiness, is also refuted, because there is 
no evidence that the Self is knowledge and happiness. The text of the 
Veda “ Brahma is eternal, knowledge, and bliss,” is no evidence, because 
it proves possession of knowledge and possession of bliss. For we have 
the perceptions as “ I know,” and “ I am happy,” but not the perceptions 
“ I am knowledge ” and “ I am happiness.” Moreover Brahman being 
even now existent, it would follow that there is no distinction between a 
liberated and a worldly man. The cessation of Avidya or false kndtvledge 
is also not object of the will. Bralnnan also, being eternal, is not a sddhya 
or what has to be accomplished. The realization of Brahman within the 
Self, having Him as the object, is not a sddhya or what has to be accom¬ 
plished. Similarly bliss also, having Him as its essence or object, is not a 
sddhya. For these reasons activity directed towards Him is not justified. 

It cannot be said that salvation lies in the cessation of the stream 
of consciousness. For if by cessation is meant the removal of such 
clouds as pain, etc., then this much alone being the object of the will, 
there is no proof by which the stream of consciousness can be carried on. 
Moreover the retention of the stream of consciousness can be done by 
means of the body, etc., and hence the retention of saihsara or the stream 
of mortal existence also becomes necessary. 

It is therefore proved that cessation of pain as described above is 
alone the Supreme Good. 

In ‘ knowledge of the essence ’ the genitive has been used in the place 
of. the accusative. The third case-ending in ‘ Sadharmmya-Vaidharmmya- 
bhyam ’ shows the mode (of knowledge). Of these ‘ Sadharmmya ’ means 
recurrent property and ‘ Vaidharmmya ’ divergent property. Although 
a property which is recurrent in one place is divergent in another, au4. 
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vide versa, still knowledge in the shape of recurrent and divergent proper¬ 
ties, is here intended. 

Here the enumeration itself of the Predicables, Substance, etc., has 
come to be their division, which has the effect of excluding a more or less 
number. Therefore it follows that as a rule Predicables are only six in 
number. And this is not proved. If any other Predicable which requires 
to be excluded is known then the rule does not stand good ; if it is not 
•known, then the exclusion is invalid. It cannot be said that this is not 
the exclusion of the addition of something else but the exclusion of non¬ 
application ; in other words, that the non-application of the characteristics 
of the six to all predicables or things is excluded. For all known 
predicables having been included by the word ‘ Predicable,’ there is here 
then the fault, of proving over again, and also that something else is not 
known. Moreover, which is to be excluded, non-application of the 
characteristics jointly or their non-application severally? In the first 
alternative, joint non-application prevails everywhere, so that there can be 
no exclusion. It cannot be said that in the second alternative also there 
can be no exclusion as with reference to one another their individual non¬ 
application prevails everywhere ; for the purpose of the rule is to exclude 
the non-application of the characteristics of the six, when, according to 
others, they do not apply to Energy, Number, Similarity, and other 
predicables recognised by them. Therefore the meaning of the rule that 
Predicables are only six in number is that in all perceptible objects, there 
is application of one or other of the characteristics of the six, and not that 
there is non-application. Now, ‘only,’ if it goes with the noun, it means 
exclusion of the addition of something else ; if it goes with the adjective, 
it means exclusion of non-application; and if it goes with the verb, it 
means exclusion of absolute non-application. Here according to some 
“ ordy ” has all this three-fold significance; while others say that its force 
lies in mere exclusion and that non-application, addition of something else 
etc., are things to bo excluded, which are derived by association. 

“ Produced by a particular dharma ” is the adjective of “ knowledge 
of the essence.” Here “ particular dharma ” means piety characterised by 
forbearance or withdrawal from the world. If by “ tattvajnana ” explained 
as “ by this essence is known,” the treatise (i. e., the Aphorisms of 
Kanada) is meant, in that case it should be said that “ particular dharma ” 
means the grace of and appointment from God, for it is heard that the great 
sage Kanada composed this System by obtaining the grace of and appoint¬ 
ment from God. In the aphorism by “ knowledge of the essence ” the 






realization of the truth about the Self in the understanding is intended, 
because such realization alone is competent to root out false knowledge 
attended with desire. “ By knowing Him only one transcends death, no 
other road is known (vidyate) for travelling,” “ Two Brahmans have to be 
known ( veditavye), ,” “Having no eyes He yet sees, etc.,”—in all these passages 
the word vedana has the sense of realization in the understanding. And the 
use of the fifth case-ending in the causal sense in the word 1 tattvajnanat ’ 
indicates that such realization of the Self comes in the progressive career 
of hearing from the Sastras, thinking within oneself, meditation, etc.,—4. 

Vivriti. —‘ Dharmmavisfesaprasutat ’ means produced by a particular 
(good conduct, virtue or) merit, acquired in this life or in previous births. 
It is the qualification of ‘ tattvajnanat ’ (knowledge of essence)., As pointed 
out by the author of Muktavali, ‘ Sadharmmya ’ means common property, 
and ‘ Vaidharinmya ’ means opposing (i. e., distinguishing; property. The 
use of the third case-ending indicates manner. The fifth case-ending in 
‘ tattvajnanat ’ has the sense of applicability. Thus the meaning is : By 
particular virtue knowledge of essence is produced by means of the 
generic and specific properties of the Predicables, Substances and others ; 
thereafter is produced ‘ intellectual conception ’ of the Self, and next comes 
the realization of the Self in the understanding by constant meditation ; 
after this liberation follows in the train of the removal of false knowledge, 
etc., (Vide Nyaya Sutram, J. i. 2.) 

The author of the Upaskara has however said : The word ‘ tattva- 
jfiana’ in the aphorism conveys the principal idea of the realization of the 
Self in the understanding ; or, if it is interpreted in the instrumental 
sense, it refers to the treatise which is the (instrument or) means of such 
realization. In the first of these cases, the word ‘ dharmroaviifesa ’ will 
mean that dharma the characteristic of which is forbearance (nivritti) ; and 
in the latter case it will mean a particular virtue or merit in the form of the 
grace of and appointment from God, according to the tradition that the great 
sage Kanada composed this treatise under the grace and appointment of 
God. And as the causal use of the fifth case-ending bears the sense of 
applicability, the realization of the Self in the understanding will follow 
from the treatise through the chain of intellection, constant meditation, 
and so on, for the word knowing in such texts of the Veda as “ By know¬ 
ing Him only one transcends death,” “ Two Brahmans have to be known,” 
etc., denotes realization in the understanding (i. e., spiritual intuition), 
and that alone is competent to root out false knowledge together with 
dpsiyes.” 
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This should be considered. If the word 1 tattvajnana ’ in the apho¬ 
rism denotes the realization of one’s Self in the understanding which 
counteracts false knowledge together with desires, then it would follow 
that the expression ‘ by means of generic and specific properties ’ as well 
as the term, ‘of the Predicables,’ bearing the sense of the sixth case¬ 
ending, have no syntactical connexion. For in the matter of the 
realization of the Self in the understanding there is neither the 
modality of the generic and specific properties, nor the materiality or 
substantiveness of the six Predicables; because they do not exist there, 
as they are distinct from the body, etc., whereas the realization of 
the Self in the understanding is only competent to root out desires, 
etc., which are not distinct from the body, etc. It cannot be said that 
in the state of the representation of separateness from the other (i. c., 


the Not-Self) in the Self by the virtue born of Yoga (concentration), 
knowledge of the six Predicables, namely Substance, etc , by means of 
their generic and specific properties, is also produced through their tem¬ 
porary contiguity, inasmuch as the subject-matter of such knowledge (i. e ., 
the Predicables, etc.) appears there for the time being. For notwithstand¬ 
ing that such representation contains such indifferent generic property, 
etc., within itself, since it is not necessary for the real purpose in view, the 
description of it by the revered sage will mean so much mad talk on his 


part. 

Again, the venerable author of the Upaskara has brought forward the 
texts “ By knowing Him alone, etc. ” as being evidence that the realization 
of the Self in the understanding is the cause of liberation. That too has 
been improper. For the Supreme Self alone being implied by the text, 
“ I know Him, the Great Person, of the colour of the Sun, beyond the 
reach of darkness, ” the word ‘ tat ’ (that) has reference to the Supreme 
Self, and therefore it cannot refer to the Jivatma (Subordinate or Embo¬ 
died Self) which has not been so implied. So much for the sake of 
brevity. 

Here the enumeration of six Predicables has been made under the 
view of Existence or Being. In fact Non : Existence or Non-Being also 
has been intended by the sage to be another Predicable. Hence 
there is no impropriety either in the aphorism “ Non-existence of effect, 
from non-existence of cause” (I. ii. 1) of the second chapter or in 
such aphorisms as “ From non-existence of qualification by Action and 
Attribute ” IX. i. 1) of the Ninth Book. Accordingly in the Nyaya- 
Lildvati , it has been said : “ Non-existence also should be stated as con¬ 

ducive to the Supreme Good, like the modifications of Existence. This 
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duciveness is proved by the fact that the non-existence of the effect 
follows from the non-existence of the cause in all cases. ” In the Dravya- 
ItirayAvali also, Nyaya teachers have admitted that Non-Existence is the 
seventh Predicable, in the passage ending thus: “And these Predicables 
have been mentioned as being the principal ones. Non-Enistence, 
however, although it possesses a form of its own, has not been mentioned, 
not that it is something negligible, but because its ascertainment 
is dependent upon the ascertainment of its opposite. ” Thus the know¬ 
ledge of the generic and . specific properties of the seven (and not 
six only) Predicables is conducive to the Supreme Good; and that 
conduciveness, it should be observed, lies in the mode of knowledge 
of marks (linga), etc., in the matter of the establishment of separateness 
from the Not-Self in the Self. 


The Supreme Good, according to the views of the Nyaya, Vairfesika, 
and Sa/ikhya philosophies, consists in the permanent cessation of pain, 
and results as the annihilation of pain, which is not synchronous with pain 
co-existent with itself. In fact, annihilation of ultimate pain is non- 
synchronous with pain co-existent with itself, since no pain can at that 
moment arise in the liberated Soul. With a section of the NyAya thinkers, 
salvation means permanent cessation of demerit only, because, in then- 
view, this only can be directly accomplished by the realization of the Self 
in the understanding, as the Veda says, “And his actions wear oil when 
he sees that High-and-Low (Mundaka 2, 2, 8).” In the opinion of theone- 
staffed Vedantin, salvation lies in the cessation of nescience, and nescience 
is (with him) a different Predicable. In the opinion of the three-staffed 


Vedantin, salvation means the disappearance of the Embodied or finite 
Self in- the Great Self, and results as the cessation of the Upddhi or 
external condition of the Jioit (Embodied Soul), and of the causal, body. 
•Causal body again has been proved to be “ the organic combination of 
the five life-breaths, mind, understanding, and ten senses, arising from 
the elements which have not been compounded ( i. e., redintegrated), 
possessing subtle limbs, and being the means of experience (i. e., biioga). 
The Bhattas however say that salvation consists in the manifestation of 
eternal happiness, and that eternal happiness, though evidenced by the 
Veda and penetrating all living beings ( Jivas ), is unmanifest in the state 
of transmigration ( Sarhsdra), and becomes manifest to tie sense, imme¬ 
diately after the realization of the truth about the Self in the unders¬ 
tanding. The possible defects in these views are not shown here for 
fear of increasing the volume of the book- But in all the views the 
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permanent cessation of pain in the state of salvation remains uncontra- 
dicted. And that, isonr point. 

Now, it may be contended, “ There are additional Predicables sncli 
as Energy, Similarity, etc. How else can it be explained that in the 
vicinity of the jewel, etc., burning is not caused by that which causes 
burning and is caused when it is not in the vicinity ? Therefore it 
must be imagined that the jewel, etc., counteract the burning energy 
of that which causes burns, and that the inciting removal of them 
revivifies it. In like manner, similarity also is a different Predicable. 
For it does not fall within the six forms of existence, as it equally 
applies to them all, since such similarity as in “ As bovine-ness is eternal, 
so also is lioreseness, ” is perceived. Nor is it a non-existence, as it 
appears in the form of an existence. ” But our reply is that reconciliation 
being possible by the mere supposition of the self-activity of fire, etc., 
existing away from the jewel, etc., or the supposition of the absence, 
etc., of jewel, as the cause of burning, etc., it is not proper to 
imagine infinite Energy, its prior non-existence, and its annihilation. 
It should not be asked again how there can be burning even in the 
close presence of a powerful jewel, because that supposition has 
been made only of the absence of jewels in general, which are powerful 
but remote. In the same way, Similarity also is not a different Predicable, 
but denotes that, while one thing is quite distinct from another thing, the 
one possesses the majority or the chief of the attributes belonging'to the 
other ; as the Similarity of the moon in the face, means that the face which 
is quite distinct from the moon, possesses the cheerfulness, and other 
attributes belonging to the moon. This in brief. 

Enumeration of Substances. 

qFTrart ftiTk-KF 

snanftr m i! u n 


.*** p r*thivi, earth. w. Apas, water. Tejas, fire. *r 3 : Vayus air 
Striper AkSsam, Ether. *T5T: Kalaf., time, Dik, direction, space. Atma ’ 
Sell, hit: Manas, mind. Iti, only, js!irf% Dravyani, substances. 

5 . Earth, Water, Fire, Air, Ether, Time, Space, Self, 
and Mind (are) the only Substances.—5. 

iqxistora.—Because it participates in salvation and is the support of all the Predi 
cables, therefore he now says by way of giving the division and particular reference of 
first mentioned Predicable, Substance: 

Iti has the Beme determination. Thereby the meaning is that 

Substances are nine only, neither more nor less. If it is doubted that 
8 
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ihe exclusion of a greater or less number having been secured by the force 
of the division itself, there was no need for the word ‘iti,’ then it should be 
understood that it being possible to take the aphorism in a merely deno¬ 
tative, indicatory or enumerative sense, the word ‘Iti’ is used to indicate 
that it has the object of division also, and that the word is used also 
to indicate that gold, etc., as w'ell as God are included in them, and also 
that Darkness which may be apprehended to be an additional substance 
is a non-being. The fact that the words have not been compounded 
goes to show that they are all equally prominent. And the author of the 
aphorisms himself will point out their definitions or differentia) while 
treating of ‘ difference.’ 

It cannot be said that Gold is neither Earth as it has no smell, nor 
water as it has no wetness and natural fluidity, nor Fire as it has weight 
and on the last account, nor Air, nor again Time, etc. ; therefore it is 
something over and above the nine. For, in the first two cases, there can 
be no comparison; in the third case, that which has to be proved is some¬ 
thing imaginary [i.e., that gold is not a transformation of Fire). After 
that there has been analoguous argument, although there is no doubt 
about that which has to be proved, and also the mark of inference is 
fallacious. He will prove afterwards that gold is a transformation 
of fire—5. 


Viviriti .—It may be objected, “ The writer of the Kandali and the 
Satikhya teachers have held that Darkness is a Substance. And it is 
right. For otherwise how can people have the perception of quality and 
action in it, viz., ‘ Dark Darkness moves’? Now, being devoid of Smell, 
Darkness is not earth ; as it possesses dark colour it cannot be included 
in Water, etc. Therefore how is it right to say that the substances are nine 
only?” We reply, “ It is not so, because it is illogical to imagine another 
Substance, when it can be produced by the absence of necessary Light. The 
perception of dark colour is, like the perception of the vault of heaven, 
erroneous. The perception of movement is also an error, occasioned 
by the departure of light, as the perception of movement by the passen¬ 
gers of a boat in respect of the trees, etc., standing on the bank of the 
river, is occasioned by the movement of the boat, etc. The supposition 
that Darkness is a substance will entail the supposition of the antecedent 
non-existence and annihilation of an infinite number of its parts. In the 
opinion of the writer of the Kandali, Darkness is included in Earth. So 
that according to him there is no impropriety in the exclusion of a 
greater number.” 
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Among these nine divisions of substance, Ether, Time, and Space do 
not form any class, since they have only a single individual existence, but 
the rest form classes. 


Enumeration of Attributes. 

qftTTTCTTft Wf*# otft- 

hmuTT vr&mfk 

M i N U 

^ Rupa-rasa-gandha-spars&h, Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch. 

: Saukhyah, Numbers; Parim&nani, Measures. Extensions.. 

Prithaktvam, Separateness. Samyoga-vibhagau, Conjunc¬ 
tion and Disjunction. ParatvSparatve, Priority and Posteriority. Sjpgr# 

BuddhayAli, Understandings, Suklia-duhkhe, Pleasure and pain. 

Ichchha-dvesau, Desire and Aversion. vmffi : Prayatnah, Volitions, Cha, 
And, jprf: Gunah, Attributes. 

6. Attributes are Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch, 
Numbers, Measures, Separateness, Conjunction and Disjunc¬ 
tion, Priority and Posteriority, Understandings, Pleasure and 
Pain, Desire and Aversion, and Volitions.—6. 

Upaskora.—He gives fclio enumeration and division of Attributes immediately after 
substance, because Attributes as such reside in all substances which become their subs¬ 
trata, are manifested by substances, and themselves also manifest substances. 

The word ‘cha’ gathers up Weight, Fluidity, Liquidity, Impression, 
Virtue, Vice and Sound ; they are well-known Attributes, it is lienee that 
they have not been verbally stated. Their attributeness he will, in their 
proper places, explain with respect to their nature and mark. The words 
Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch are compounded into a sainasa in order to 
show that they do not co-exist with contemporaneous Colour, Taste. Smell, 
and Touch. But Numbers and Measures are not so compounded and are 
stated in the plural number,to show that they co-exist with contemporaneous 
Numbers and Measures. Although that which co-exists with unity is not ano¬ 
ther unity, or that which co-exists with largeness or length not another large¬ 
ness or length, still there is in fact co-existence of duality, etc., amongst 
themselves and also of largeness, length, etc., with largeness, length, etc., 
of a different kind. Although separateness is co-existent with the sepa¬ 
rateness of Two, etc., and therefore should be specified in the plural, like 
numbers, still its specification in the singular goes to indicate its difference 
from Numbers, namely, to be known or shown by its limits. Conjunction 
and Disjunction are stated in the dual number to show that both of them 
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re the effects of one and the same act. Priority and Posteriority are 
stated in the dual number to show that they are to be known in relation 
to each other and that they are equally marks of Space and Time. The 
plural number in ‘ understandings ’ indicates the refutation of the theory 
of one and only one understanding held by the Sahkhya thinkers, on the 
ground of its division into knowledge, etc. The dual number in Pleasure 
and Pain is intended to point out that both of them are causes of one 
effect which is distinguished as experience bhoga ) and that they are 
equally instrumental to tlie inference of adristam, and also that even 
Pleasure resolves into Pain. The dual number in Desire and Aversion indi¬ 
cates that both of them are causes of Activity. The plural in Volitions 
is meant to show that ten kinds of volitions which comprise both per¬ 
mitted and prohibited acts, are causes of Virtue and ten other kinds are 
causes of Vice. 

Or, Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch have been shown in a sanmsa 
form to teach that they are the means of the disposition of the elemental 
senses or sense-organs or to establish the operation or change due to heat. 
Number is mentioned in the plural number to indicate a refutation of 
this that there is a contrariety in numbers, such as duality, plurality, 
etc. Separateness is separately mentioned to indicate that it is also plural 
on account of the plurality of Numbers, and also that its difference from 
Numbers lies in its being reA r ealed by the knowledge of limits. Tn Mea¬ 
sures or Extensions the plural number is meant to remove the contradic¬ 
tion ofdength, shortness, etc. The dual number in Conjunction did Dis¬ 
junction points out their mutual opposition. Priority and Posteriority are 
mentioned also in the dual number lest it might be doubted that the 
division of Attributes is too narrow, because Priority and Posteriority 
may be four-fold by the possibility of their being different in kind by 
their difference as relating to Space and as relating to Time. 

He will give their definition as he proceeds.—6. 

Enumeration of Actions. 

wftfer im i * i vs n 

Utksepanam, throwing upwards. Avaksepanam, 

throwing downwards, Akunchanam, contraction. ^ rasat a- 

nam, expansion. Gamanam, going motion, namely, 

Karmm&nl, actions. 

7. Throwing upwards, Throwing downwards, Con¬ 
traction Expansion, and Motion are Actions, 7, 
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Upaskara ,—-Actions become the object of the sense by reason of their production 
by Substances and Attributes as well as of their Combination with Substances having 
colour. Therefore immediately after the statement of Substances and Attributes he states 
the enumeration and division of Actions. 

Throwing upwards, Throwing downwards. Contraction, Expansion, 
and Motion are Actions. ‘ Iti ’ has the force of determination, as Rotation 
etc., are included in Motion. Here then there are five ‘ classes ’ directly 
pervaded by Action-ness, namely, the quality of throwing upwards, the 
quality of throwing downwards, the quality of contraction, the quality 
of expansion, and the quality of motion, (or throwing-upward-ness, 
throwing-downwarcl-ness, contraction-ness, expansion-ness, and motion 
ness). 


Well, but it is disproved by the fact that Motion is a synonym of 
Action, because the consciousness of Going is experienced in all cases. 
The four classes, throwing-upward-ness, etc, which have the co-exten¬ 
sion or common field of the absolute non-existence of each in the others, 
are not known to be co-existent; therefore tue classes pervaded by Action- 
ness are only four. (To this objection we reply): It is true that Motion 
is another name for Action. But it is separately mentioned with the ob¬ 
ject of collecting under one word Rotation, Evacuation, Percolation, 
Flaming upward, Bending, Uplifting, etc., which produce different states 
of consciousness and are known by different names. Or Going-ness also 
is really a fifth class pervaded by Action-ness. So that the application of 
Motion to Rotation, Evacuation, etc., alone is primary, and if there is the 
application of Going to throwing upwards, throwing downwards, etc., 
then it is secondary or analogous. The common property of the primary 
and analogous instances is only this that they are the non-combinative 
causes (i. e., conditions) of Conjunction with and Disjunction from one’s 
own support; whereas that which distinguishes the class of Going-ness 
is its being the non-combinative cause of Conjunction with and Disjunction 
from constantly changing places and directions, and this belongs to Rota¬ 
tion and others, so that by the inclusion of Going these too have been 
included. 

The states of egress, ingress, etc., however, are not classes ; for, in 
respect of one and the same Action, e. g , a person going from one room 
to another, one observer will have the consciousness, ‘ he enters ’• while 
another, ‘he. comes out’; and thus there will result an intermixture of 
classes. So also in the case of Rotation, etc., on entering one water-course 
after coming out by another, there will arise two states of consciousness, 
‘he comes out’ and ‘ he enters ; therefore these should be resolved into 
relativity in general, 




VAISESIKA PHILOSOPHY. 


the case of throwing upwards, etc., however, the action of 
throwing upwards is caused in the hand by the volition produced by the 
desire M throw up the pestle/ through the non-coin binative cause of 
conjunction with the soul exercising volition ; then from the non-combi- 
native cause of motion in the hand thrown up, there appears the action 
of throwing upwards in the pestle also ; or, these two actions take place 
simultaneously- Then through the conjunction of the soul exercising 
volition produced by the desire to throw down the hand and pestle which 
have been thrown up, and also through the motion of the hand, there is 
produced in the hand and the pestle simultaneously the action of throw¬ 
ing downwards favourable to the fall of the pestle within the mortar. 
Then towards the sudden going upwards of the pestle after conj unci ion 
with a harder substance, neither desire nor volition is the cause, but the 
springing up of the pestle is due only to Re-action ; and this is only 
going and not throwing upwards, the application of throwing upwards 
to it is only secondary. Similarly is the application of the name of 
Throwing upwards to two bodies of Air as well as to grass, cotton, etc., 
carried by them, going upwards by the force of the collision of two bodies 
of Air flowing in opposite directions. So also in the case of the going up 
of Water under the collision of two currents. Thus the use of throwing 
upwards and throwing downwards is primary, only in the case of the 
body, its limbs and pestles, clubs, etc., in contact with them; for there 
are such perceptions as he throws up the hand, he throws up the pestle, he 
throws up the club ; as also, he throws down. 

Contraction is action which produces flexion in cloth and other 
things made up of parts and non-initial conjunctions of parts among 
themselves even while there exist the initial conjunctions of those parts j 
whence arise such perceptions as the lotus contracts, the cloth contracts, 
the leather contracts. Similarly, Expansion is action destructive of the 
non-initial conjunctions already produced, of parts; whence arise such 
perceptions as the cloth expands, the leather expands, the lotus expands. 
Actions which are different from these four are forms of Going. Therein 
Rotation is action, favorable to oblique conjunctions, appearing in the 
hand, from conjunction with soul exercising volition, and in the wheel, etc., 
from revolving and from conjunction called nodana (molecular motion) 
With the hand possessing Action. Evacuation, etc., should be similarly 
explained. He will also make them clear as he proceeds. 

Now it should he understood that in the case of prescribed sacrifices, 
baths, gifts, etc., these Actions are the products of conjunction with the 
soul exercising volition favourable towards the production of Virtue; and 
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case of going to a forbidden place, slaughter, eating tobacco, etc., 
they are the products of conjunction with the soul exercising volition 
tending towards the production of Vice.—7. 

Resemblances of Substance , Attribute , a?id Action . 

3TS*rg^wfimftb’*: Ml? I c II 




^ Sat, existent. Auityam, non-eternal. Dravyavat, con¬ 
taining substance. ^5^ Karyyam, effect. K&ranam, cause, 

Sam^nya^vi^esavat, being both Genus and Species. fpT iti, this. g o^ XTy^- 
Dravya-guna-karmmanam, of Substance, Attribute, and Action. srfqSTT. 
AvisSesah, resemblance. 

8. The Resemblance of Substance, Attribute, and 
Action lies in this that they are existent and non-eternal, have 
Substance as their combinative cause, are effect as well 
as cause, and are both Genus and Species.—8. 

XJjpaskftra.- After the enumeration of Substance, etc., he begins the topic of the 
Resemblance of the three. Ue states tho Resemblance of the three even before the 
enumeration of the other three Predi cables, Genus, etc., inasmuch as it is expected first 
of all by the disciples because the Resemblance of the three, Substance, etc., is favour¬ 
able to the knowledge of reality. 

In the presence of the word ‘ vislesa ’ the word ‘avhjfesa ’ denotes 
Resemblance. Sat connotes the qunlity of being the object of the per¬ 
ception and name in the form of that which is existent, because all the 
three have fitness for existence. ‘Anityam’connotes the quality of that 
which tends towards annihilation. Although it is not. common to the 
ultimate atoms, etc., still it is intended to denote the possession of the 
updetlii or condition which distinguishes predicables having the function 
or nature of that which tends towards annihilation. ‘Dravyavat’means 
that which contains substance as its combinative cause. This too is not 
present in the ultimate atom, etc. Therefore the intention is to denote 
the possession of the upadhi or condition which distinguishes predicables 
having ‘the function of that which contains substance as its combinative 
cause. ‘KAryyam’ is intended to denote the possession of the upddhi 
or condition which distinguishes predicables having the function of that 
which is the counter-opposite of antecedent non-existence (or potential 
existence). ‘K&ranam’ indicates the possession of the upddhi or condition 
which distinguishes predicables having the function of that which belongs 
to the class of constant (Mill’s invariable and unconditional) antecedents 
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off all effects except knowledge. Thus the definition is not too wide so 
as to include the Soul which is the object of Self-intuition, as a cause of 
Self-intuition, or to extend to the generic quality of being a cow, etc; nor 
is it too narrow so as to exclude the ultimate atoms (lit , perfect spheres) 
which are not causes. 1 Sainanyavi^esavat/ means the possession of 
those characteristics which though they are genera, still are species 
inasmuch as they serve to differentiate themselves severally, e. g ., Substan- 
ceness, Attributeness, Actionness, etc. It cannot be said that causality 
is too wide, because from “ Give.a cow,” “ A cow should not be touched 
with the feet ” and other texts of the Veda it appears that class or kind 
(sTrRT; also is a cause of virtue and vice ; for a class has the sole use of 
limitation. 

This aphorism is illustrative. It should be observed that the 
Resemblance of the three lies also in their being capable of being denoted 
by words having the meaning inherent in them. 

If it is said that the characteristic of being effects and noh-oternali- 
tv belong to those only which have causes, and that this is their Resem¬ 
blance as laid down by Professor Prarfastadeva in And causality (ap¬ 
pears) elsewhere than in the perfect spheres (ultimate atoms',” then accord¬ 
ing to the aphorism it cannot be specified by the possession of the 
upctdhi or condition which distinguishes predicables. 

The characteristics of being the causes of Attributes and also the 
effects of Attributes belong to the three except the eternal Substances.—8. 


Resemblance of Substance and Attribute . 

u ? I t i i n 

Dravya-gunayoh, of Substance and Attribute. 
Sajatiyarambhakatvam, the characteristic of being the originator of congeners. 
Sad bar m my am, Resemblance. 

9. The Resemblance of Substance and Attribute is the 
characteristic of being the originators of their congeners.—9. 

Upasktira.— He now points out the Resemblance of Substance and Attribute only. 

He makes clear this very aphorism in the following one.—9. 


Explanation of the foregoing aphorism. 



rmw * RRoU 


Diavydni, Substances. Di avyantaram, another Substance. 

Arabhante, originate, giur Gunaht Attributes. =sr Cha, aud. 
Gunantaiam, another Attribute. 
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10. Substances originate another Substance, and 
Attributes another Attribute.—10. 

Upaskara ,—The Resemblance in respect of the characteristic of being the originators 
of congeners should be understood or observed with the exclusion of universal Substan¬ 
ces composed of final parts, the Attributes of what are composed of final parts, and also 
the Attributes of Duality, the Separateness of Duals, Priority, Posteriority, etc. Or the 
author means to indicate the possession of the upadhi or condition which distinguishes 
predicables having the function of that which originates its congener, whereby Substan¬ 
ces and individuals which are not causes, are also included.—10. 


Actions do not originate Actions . 

n % i % i n 

Karmma, action, Karmmasadhyam, producible by action. 

«T Na, not. fifow Vidyate, is known. 

11. Action, producible by Action, is not known.— 11. 

Upaskiira .—But it may bo asked : why do not Actions originate other Actions ? So he 
says: 

Here the root ‘vid’ has the sense of knowledge, and not existence. 
The meaning is that there is no proof of the existence of Action which is 
producible by Action, as in the case of Substance and Attribute originated 
by their congeners. 

Here the idea is this: If Action is to produce Action, then it will, 
like Sound, produce it immediately after its own production. Therefore 
Disjunction from substances in Conjunction having been completely caused 
by the first Action itself, from what will the second Action cause Disjunc¬ 
tion ? For Disjunction must be preceded by Conjunction, and a new Con¬ 
junction has not also been produced in the subject in question. But 
the definition of Action suffers if there is non-production of Disjunction. 
It cannot be said that a new Action will be produced at another moment; 
because a potency cannot be delayed and because there is nothing to be 
waited for. In the case of the production (of Conjunction) at the very 
moment of the destruction of the previous Conjunction, the production of 
Disjunction (by Action) will be surely not proved. The same also will be 
the result in the case of its production at the time of the production of 
the subsequent Conjunction. And after the production of the subsequent 
Conjunction there is really destruction of Action. Therefore it has been 
well said that Action producible by Action is not known.—11. 

Differenc&'Pf Substance from Attribute and Action. 

* in i ? i \\ u 
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?T Na f not. Dravyam, substance. Karyyam, effect. Kat a- 

nara, cause. =sf Cha, and. ^qrrT Badhati, opposes; annihilates. 

12. Substance is not annihilated either by effect or 
by cause. —12. 

Upasjecira .—He mentions the Difference of Substance from Attribute and Action: 

Substance is not destroyed either by- its own effect or by its own 
cause. The meaning is that the relation of the destroyer and the destroyed 
does not exist between two Substances which have entered into the relation 
of effect and cause, because, (and this is the purport), Substance is destroyed 
only by the destruction of the support or substratum and the destruction 
of the originative Conjunction. 

The form ‘ badhati ’ (instead of the correct form ‘ hanti ’) is found in 
aphorisms.—12. 


Above continued. 


H 3 I 3 l H I 


Uhhayaiha, in both ways. ?prr: Gunah, attributes. 

13. Attributes (are destroyed) in both ways.—13. 

Upaskura .—Ho says that Attributes are capable of being destroyed by effect and 
cause. 

The meaning is (that they are) capable of being destroyed by effect 
as well as by cause. The initial Sound, etc., (in a series) are destroyed by 
their effects, but the last is destroyed by its cause, for the last but one 
destroys the last.—13. 


Above continued. 


ih i ? i ? * u 


Karyya-virodhi, whereof the effect is the opposite or contradictory. 

Karmma, action. 

14. Action is opposed by its effect.—14. 

Upaskdra .—After Stating that Attributes are opposed by (and so cannot co-exist with) 
both their effects and causes, he mentions the opposition of effect to Action : 

‘ Karyyavirodhi ’ is a Bahuvrihi or adjective compound meaning that 
of which the opposite is effect, because Action is destructible by subse¬ 
quent Conjunction produced by itself. 

The non-opposition of effects and causes is uniforny in the case of 
Substances only. But it is not the rule in the case of Attribute and Action. 
For what the author desires to say is that those Attributes destroy, which 
are the opposites of the destruction due to the destruction of the non-com- 
binative cause of the destruction of the substratum.—14. 









famsmH Kriya-guna-vat, possessing Action and Attribute. 
Samavayi-k&ranam, combinative cause. ff?T I f i, such. jsqcrT^pii Dravya-laksanam, 
mark of substance. 


15. It possesses Action and Attribute, it is a combi¬ 


native cause—such (is) the mark of Substance.—15. 


Upaskdra .—After describing the Resemblance of the three according to the wish of 
the disciples, he now goes on to state their marks : 


‘ Kriyagumivat ’ means wherein Actions and Attributes exist. The 
word ‘ laksana,’ by the force of its derivation, viz. ‘ By this it is marked out,’ 
denotes a mark as well as a particular differentiating mark or sign which 
divides off objects of like and unlike kinds. Therein by Action it is 
marked out that this is a substance. And by the possession of Attributes* 


Substance, excluded from objects of like and unlike kinds, is marked out. 
Of these the like kinds, i. e., objects which resemble one another in being 
existent, are five, viz., Attributes, etc. The unlike kind however is Non- 
Existence. Therefore Substance is different from Attribute, etc., because 
it possesses Attribute. That which is not different from Attribute, etc., 
does not possess Attribute, ~.e. g., Attribute, etc. x\lthough the possession 
of Attribute is not found in a substance made up of parts at the 
moment of its origin, still the possession of the opposite of the absolute 
non-existence of Attribute is meant to be stated, because the antecedent 
and the subsequent non-existence of Attribute are also opposites 
of the absolute non-existence of Attribute. Similarly, the being the 
combinative cause also, which divides the six Predicables, is a mark of 
the Predicable Substance. 

Here the Sddhya, i.e., that which has to be proved, does not suffer 
from the fault of being unknown, for difference from Attribute, etc., is 
proved by perception in the water-pot, etc. Nor is here the fault of 
proving that which has been already proved, for although the difference 
of the water-pot as such from others has been proved, yet such difference 
remains to be proved in respect of it considered as a Substance. Some 
say that in the case of the difference of that which defines the pak^a 
(i.e., the object in which the existence of the Sddhya is sought to be 
proved, e.g., the mountain when the existence of fire is sought to be 
proved in it), there can be no proving of that which has already been 
proved, as, for instance, in “ Word and Mind are eternal.” But this is not 
go, for that which has to be proved being proved in anything whatever 
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determined by that which determines the characteristic of being a 
pakga, the pak$a suffers in its essential, and hence that which has to 
be proved in such cases, must be proved as such, i. e., independently. 

The word ‘ iti ’ means ‘ others.’ Therefore the possession of Number, 
the possession of Measure, the possession of Separateness, the possession 
of Conjunction, and the possession of Disjunction also are brought 
together.—15. 




Characteristic of Attribute. 

=rsu i y uj i hi jfa 

< u i d n 

ysgrwft Dravy&srayi, inhering in substance. Agunavan, not 

possessing Attribute. Samyoga-vibhagesu, in Conjunctions and 

Disjunctions. Ak&ranam, not a cause, Anapeksah, indepen¬ 

dent. Iti, such. ^ST^TJFiGuna laksanam, mark of Attribute. 

16. Inhering in Substance, not possessing Attribute, 
not an independent cause in Conjunctions and Disjunc¬ 
tions,—such is the mark of Attribute.—16. 

Upaalcara .—Attributes having been enumerated after Substances, he gives their 
mark: 

‘ Dravyasfrayi ’ means that of which the nature is to reside in Subs¬ 
tance. This however pervades Substance also. Therefore lie says 
‘ Aguriavan ’ or Attributeless. Still it over-extends to Action; so he 
adds ‘ not a cause in Conjunctions and Disjunctions.’ Yet it does not 
include Conjunction, Disjunction, Merit, Demerit, knowledge of Cod, etc. ; 
so be adds ‘ independent.’ After ‘ independent,’ ‘ Attribute ’ should be 
supplied. The meaning therefore is that Attribute is that which is not 
an independent cause of Conjunctions and Disjunctions. Conjunctions 
and Disjunctions, etc., are depended upon by Conjunction and Disjunction. 
Attributeness is the chracteristic of possessing the genus pervaded by 
existence and residing in the eternals with eternal functions. The re- 
vealer of Attributeness is the causality present in something possessing 
genus and devoid of combinative causality and non-combinative causa¬ 
lity towards Conjunction and Disjunction combined. Conjunction and 
Disjunction are severally caused by Conjunction and Disjuction, but 
not jointly. Merit, Demerit, knowledge of God, etc., have been in¬ 
cluded because they are only occasional or conditional causes of both 
and are not their combinative causes or non-combinative causes. Or 
the revealer of Attributeness is the characteristic, co-extensive with genus, 
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of being devoid of combinative and non-combinative causality towards 
Conjunction and Disjunction. Or the mark of Attribute is simply the 
characteristic of not possessing Attribute along with the possession of 
Genus and of difference from Action.—16. 


Characteristic of Action. 




% i ? i tvs H 


Ekadravyam, resting or residing in one susbtance only, ^jpjy 
Agunam, devoid of Attribute. Samyoga-vibhagesu, in Conjunctions 

and Disjunctions. Anapeksa-karanam, independent cause. Iti, 

such. Karmma-laksanam, Mark of Action. 


17. Residing in one Substance only, not possessing 
Attribute, an independent cause of Conjunctions and Dis¬ 
junctions—such is the mark of Action.—17. 


Upaskura .—-Ho states the mark of Action which has been mentioned after Attribute: 

‘ Ekadravyam ’ means tlxat of which only one Substance is the subs¬ 
tratum. * Agunam ’ is that in which no Attribute exists. * Sarhyoga, etc.’ 
means independent of something in the form of positive existence which 
comes to appear after its own production ; so that it is not unestablished 
where there is necessity for or dependence upon the combinative cause 
and also where there is dependence upon absence of antecedent conjunc¬ 
tion. Or independence of that which has its production after the 
production of Action itself, is meant, because the annihilation of the 
antecedent conjunction also has its production after the production of 
Action itself, and because as a non-existence it does not bear relation to 
its first moment. 

Action-ness is the possession of the genus directly pervaded by 
existence other than that residing in the eternals, or the possession of 
the genus determinative of the uncommon or specific! causality which, 
produces the perception that something moves, or the possession of the 
genus residing only in what is devoid of Attribute and not being an 
Attribute, or the possession of the genus determinative of the causality 
towards Disjunction present at the moment immediately subsequent to 
the production of Action itself. 

And this again is a Predicable evidenced by the perception that 
something moves, which cannot be demonstrated by its production, etc. 
at places having no interval between each other, because the breaking U n 
of fi moment will be refuted later op, 
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The manner in which the mark serves to distinguish it from others 
is the same as lias been already described.—17. 


Resemblance of Substance, Attribute, and Action. 

n \ \ % i ?=: u 

3 'S3 g *?! 3 F> * 4%rr Dravya-guna-karmmanam, Of Substance, Attribute, and Action. 

Dravyam, Substance. Karanam, cause. Sarn&nyany Common, 

Uniform. 

18. Substance is the one and the same cause of Subs¬ 
tance, Attribute, and Action.—18. 

UpaskCrra.-Now he begins the topic of the Resemblance of the three only by way of 
their cause : 

‘ Samanyam ’ (common) .means the same, one, as in ‘ Tliese two have 
a common mother.’ The meaning is that Substance, Attribute and Action 
exist in one and the same Substance which is their combinative cause. 

The Resemblance of the three lies in the possession of the genus 
having the function of that which has Substance as its combinative" 
cause.—18. 

Above continued. 


OTT II \ \ % I H » 

Tatlia, Similarly, gap Gunab, Attribute. 

19. Similarly Attribute (is the common cause of Subs¬ 
tance, Attribute, and Action).—19. 

Vpaskara :—He states the Resemblance of the three as having Attribute as their 
non-combi native cause: 

The Resemblance of the three lies in the possession of the genus 
residing in that which has Attribute as its non-combinative cause. Con¬ 
junction is the non-combinative cause of substances. The possession, as 
their non-combinative cause, of Attributes which are the causes of their 
congeners, belongs to the Attributes of effects, e. g., Colour, iaste, Smell,. 
Touch, Number, Extension or Magnitude, Separateness, etc. The Attributes 
of the ultimate atoms of Earth have Conjunction with Fire as their non-com¬ 
binative cause. The non-combinative cause of Actions, however, are Fire 
etc., internal vibration, impact, weight, fluidity, impression, conjunction 
with soul possessing invisible consequences of Actions {adri^tam), conjunc¬ 
tion with Soul exercising Volition, etc. These should be respectively under¬ 
stood by the reader. Sometimes even one Attribute gives rise to all the 
three Substance, Attribute, and Action ; for instance, Conjunction with a 
ball of cotton possessed of Impetus, produces Action in another ball of 
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cotton, originates a Substance, viz., an aggregate of two balls of cotton, and 
the Extension of that aggregate also. Sometimes a single Attribute origi¬ 
nates a Substance and an Attribute; e. g., Conjunction which maybe 
described as an aggregation independent of Impetus, with a ball of 
cotton, originates a Substance which is an aggregate of two balls of cotton 
as well as its Extension.—19. 


Effects of Action. 

? i \ I II 

Samyoga-vibh&ga-veganam, Of Conjunction, Disjunction, 
and Impetus, Karmma, Action, HWH Sam&nam, Common. 

20. Action is the common cause of Conjunction, Dis¬ 
junction, and Impetus.—20. 

Upaskxra .—He says that sometimes a single Action is productive of a multitude of 
effects : 

The word ‘ karanam 7 should be supplied. Producing as many Dis¬ 
junctions as the number of Substances in conjunction with the Substance 
in which Action is produced, it (Action) also produces an equal number of 
Conjunctions elsewhere. And the same Action again produces Impetus in 
its own substratum. 

The word Impetus indicates Elasticity also.—20. 

Difference between Substance and Action . 

Jr s^rrof ii $ i i i A ii 

Na, not. go^nof Dravy&nam, Of Substances. Karmma, Action. 

21. Action is not the cause of Substances.— 21. 

Upaskura.—But it may be argued that originative Conjunction having been brought 
about by substance possessed of Action, the substance which is originated thereby, is 
surely produced by Action since Action has been its antecedent as a rule. Hence he 
says: 

The meaning is that Action is not the cause of substances.—21. 

Above continued. 

II ? I ? I II 

Vyatirekat, because of cessation. 

22. (Action is not the cause of Substance) because of 
its cessation.—22. 

Upaslaira .—He points out why it is so : 

‘ Vyatirekat ’ means on account of cessation. Substance is produced, 
on the cessation of Action, by tbe ultimat? Conjunction ; therefore Action. 
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not a cause of Substance. Neither is Action which has ceased to exist, 
a cause of Substance. Moreover if Action be such a cause, it must be either 
the non-combinative cause of Substance or its conditional cause. It cannot 
be the first, because then it will follow that Substance will be destroyed, 
even on the destruction of the Action of the parts inasmuch as Substance 
is capable of being destroyed by the destruction of the non-combinative 
cause. Nor can it be the second, for in that case there will be a violation 


of the rule, since small pieces of cloth being produced just from the Con¬ 
junctions still existing after the destruction of a large piece of cloth, it is 
seen that even parts which are devoid of Action, originate Substance.—22. 
Difference between Substance and Action . 


z&mi ? i * i ^ n 

JMiliff, Dravy&nSm, of many substances. grsi|, Dravyam, a single sub¬ 
stance. k&ryyam, effect. *TRF$, Samanyam, common. 

23. A single Substance may be the common effect of 
more than one Substance.—23. 


Upaslccira .—Having stated that one may be the originator of many, he now states that 
of one effect there may be many originators : 

Of Substances, i. e., of two Substances as well as of more than two 
Substances. Thus by two threads a piece of cloth consisting of two 
threads is originated, so also by many threads one piece of cloth is 
originated. It cannot be said that a piece of cloth consisting of one 
thread is seen where the warp and woof are supplied by one and the 
same thread, for owing to the non-existence of the Conjunction of a single 
object, there is no non-combinative cause here. Nor again can it be said 
that the Conjunction of the thread and the fibres is the non-combinative 
cause, because the relation of such parts and wholes being naturally es¬ 
tablished there can be no Conjunction between them, also because the 
relation of that which is to be originated and the originator is not per¬ 
ceived, and also because of the impenetrability of condensed bodies. It 
cannot be said that this is commonly observed. For here, as a matter of 
fact, cloth is produced by the mutual conjunctions of many small pieces of 
thread, produced on the destruction of a long thread by the impact of the 
loom, etc., whereas from the nature of things there arises the false notion 
of unity in respect of threads which are really many in number.—23. 


Above continued. 
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SPn^****^, Guna-vaidharmmyat, on account of the Difference of Attributes. 
H Na, not. 5;* fa rf, Karmmaij&ni, of Actions. Kartnma, Action. 
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'L-^y 24. Action is not the joint effect of many Actions, 
account of the Difference of their Attributes. — 24. 


c UpasMra.— Well, it may be asked, as a single Substance is the effect of many Substances, 
as also a single Attribute of many Attributes, so is a single Action the effect of many 
Actions ? Hence he says: 

‘ K4ryyarn ’ is the complement. It has been already stated that 
the Resemblance of Substance and Attribute is that they originate their 
congeners. Also it has been already denied that Actions are productive 
of Action, in the aphorism “ Action producible by Action is not known.” 
This is here repeated. This is the idea.—24. 


Difference between Attribute and Action. 

fesBPjcW: immvii 

Dvitva-piabhritayah, Duality, ,etc. Samkhyati, Numbers. 

Srnf^vfprj: Prithaktva-sariiyoga-vibhdgah, Separateness, Conjunction, 

and Disjunction. ^ Cha, And. 

25. Duality and other Numbers, Separateness, Con¬ 
junction, and Disjunction (are originated by more than one 
Substance).—25. 

Upasknm.—Now, pointing out that Attributes which reside in aggregation are origi¬ 
nated by many Substances, he says : 

“ Originated by more than one substance”—This is the complement. 
The word Separateness appearing together with Duality, etc., also denotes 
Separateness of two, etc. Thus Numbers beginning with Duality aud 
ending with the highest arithmetical figure, Separateness of two, etc., 
Conjunctions, and Disjunctions are originated by two as well as by 
more than two Substances. So that the characteristic of residing in more 
Substances than one belongs to them. And this characteristic again is 
the same as co-extension with the mutual non-existence of combinative 
causes.—25. 

Above continued. 

srwj * fern i )ni^n 

SRPTWraifl,, Asamaviyat, on account of non-combination. 
Samanya-karyyam, common effect. cR*f, Karmma, action. ?r, Na, not. 
Vidyate, is known. 

26. Action which is the joint result (of an aggregate 
of two or more substances,) is not known, as it is not found 
in combination with them.—26. 

Upaakara.—'Well, it may be asked, as Substances whicli are made up of parts, as well 
as Attributes already mentioned, have the characteristic of residing in aggregation so 
does not that characteristic belong to Actions also ? So he says: 

5 i 
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1 On account of non-combination ’ should be joined with ‘ in two 
substances/ and ‘ in more than two substances.’ Thus a single Action 
does not combine in two substances ; nor does a single Action combine 
in more than two substances; so that Action which is the effect of an 
aggregate, is not known. Here too the root ‘ vid ’ in ‘vidyate’ has the 
sense of knowledge and does not denote existence. If Action resided in 
aggregation, then one substance moving, there woiAd arise the conscious¬ 
ness, ‘It moves,’ in respect of two substances and more than two 
substances ; but it is not so ; therefore Action does not reside in aggre¬ 
gation. This is the meaning. 

It cannot be argued, “ The Action of the body and its parts are 
certainly originated by many substances, namely, the body and its parts; 
otherwise, the body moving, how can there be the consciousness, ‘ It moves/ 
in respect of the hands, feet, etc. ? Similarly in the case of other objects 
made up of parts.” For such consciousness is due to the fact that the 
quantity of the Action of the parts is pervaded by the quantity oi the 
Action of the whole made up of these parts. I he contrary is not the 
case, because the part moving there does not arise the consciousness, It 
moves,’ in respect of the entire whole made up of the parts. Otherwise 
from the conjunction of cause and not-cause, the conjunction of effect and 
not-effect also will not follow, since there can be conjunction of an effect 
also, only with the Action of the cause.—26. 

Resemblance of Substance , Attribute and Action. 


PJTURT II \ I t I HvS II 

Saiityoganam, of Conjunctions. Diavyam, substance. 

27. Substance is the joint effect of many Conjunc¬ 
tions.—27. 

UpasMra .—He again mentions a single effect of many (causes): 

The meaning is that substance is the single effect of many Conjunc¬ 
tions. It should be observed that here ‘ Conjunctions ’ should he taken 
to the exclusion of the conjunctions of touch-less substances, substances 
made up of final parts or ultimate formations, and heterogeneous sub¬ 
stances.—27. 

Above continued . 
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^pjn\ RDpanam, Of colours. TP*, Rupam, colour. 

28. Colour (is the joint effect) of many colours.—28. 

Uj>askara. _Now he says that many Attributes produce one Attribute as their 

effect; 
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Colour is the single effect *—this is the connection. The word 
‘ colour ’ in both the instances are indicatory, and its indicative power 
is such that it does not abandon its own meaning. And the common 
property of the intrinsic and the indicatory significance is dependence 
upon the relation of the product and producer by means of the proximity 
known as combination with an object which is one and the same as the 
cause. Hence Colour, Taste, Smell, Touch, Liquidity, Natural Fluidity, 
Unity, and Separateness of one are brought together. For these, being 
present in the cause, originate in the effects only one Attribute of the 
same kind. In fact the operation of non-combinative causes is two-fold. 
Some produce their effects by proximity to the object which is one and 
the same as the cause. Here the cause is the combinative cause and it 
is the cause of the effect, namely colour, etc., which have to be produced. 
Thus Colour which is present in the potsherd originates the Colour of the 
pot by means of the combination, known as combination with the object 
which is one and the same as the cause, with the combinative cause, 
namely pot, etc., of the effect such as Colour, etc. Similarly Taste, etc. 
In some places, however, there is an operation of non-combinative causality 
by means of proximity to the object which is one and the same as the 
effect.. For instance, Sound, although it is a eause, originates in the 
sky another Sound, although it is an effect. In the sky itself Colour, 
etc., also are produced by Conjunction of Fire with the ultimate atoms 
of Earth by means of the proximity in the form of combination with the 
object which is one and the same as the effect.—28. 

Above continued. 

u % i ? i n 

Gurutva-prayatna-samyogan&m, of gravity, Volition, and 
Conjunction. Utkgepanam, Throwing upwards 

29. Throwing upwards (is the joint product) of 
Gravity, Volition, and Conjunction.—29. 

Upaskara.—He says that a single Action may be tho effect of many causes : 

The meaning is that Throwing upwards is their single effect. 
Here Weight residing in the hand, stone, etc., is the conditional cause and 
Conjunction of the Soul exercising Volition is the non-conbinative cause 
of the Throwing upwards seated in the hand, whereas the non-combina¬ 
tive cause of the Throwing upwards seated in the stone is the internal 
movement or vibration of the hand. 

Here also the term Throwing upwards is indicatory of Throwing 
downwards, etc.—29. 
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ti%«llq^rnr: Samyoga-vibhagah, Conjunctions and Disjunctions. Cha, 
and. 5>wrcrf Karmmanam, of Actions. 

30. Conjunctions and Disjunctions also (are individual¬ 
ly tlie products) of Actions.—30. 

Upaskfira .—But it has been said that Attributes which have taken a shape, 
(t. e., by appearing in some Substance) are, as effects, preceded (and so caused) by the 
Attributes of the causes ; it has also been said that they are preceded by the Attributes of 
that in which they reside; therefore it follows that Action produces no effect whatever. 
That being so, even the inference of ultrasensual phenomena such as the movements of the 
Sun, etc., becomes impossible in the absence of any mark of inference. For this reason, 
merely reminding the reader of what has already been said in the aphorism “ Action is 
the common cause of Conjunction, Disjunction, and Impetus,” he says : 

‘Products’ is the complement. The plural number is for the 
purpose of individual reference. ‘ Impression ’ also should be taken as 
indicated.—30. 

Vivriti. —The word ‘cha ’ implies Impetus and Elasticity in addition 
(to Conjunctions and Disjunctions). 

Above continued. 

Karana-satnanye, under the topic of causes in general. 

Dravya-karmmanam, of Substances and Actions, Karmma, 

Action. Akaranam, not cause. Uktam, said. 

31. Under the topic of causes in general, Action has 
been stated to be not a cause of Substances and Actions.—31. 

XJpasluira .—But it has been already said that Substance and Action are not the effects 
of Action. Conjunction and Disjunction again are the effects of Conjunction and Disjunc¬ 
tion alone. So that the affirmation of the Causality of Action here seems to be self-con¬ 
tradictory. So he says: 

The word ‘ Karanasam&nya’ denotes the topic of causes in general. 
Thus in the topic of the statement of causes in general, Action has been 
said to be not a cause of Substance and Action, and not that it is alto¬ 
gether a not-cause only, whereby the aphorism “ Conjunctions and Dis¬ 
junctions also are individually the products of Actions” might be 
destroyed.—31. 

Here ends the first chapter lesson of the First. Book in the Commen¬ 
tary ofSahkara on the VairieriKa aphorisms, 
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tftTCU rr H T ^ Tff K&ranabhavat, from the non-existence of cause. 
Karyyabbavalj, non-existence of effect. 

1. Non-existence of effect (follows) from the non-exist¬ 
ence of cause.—32. 

Upaskfira. —Well, in this section (i. e., the last half of the book) the Resemblance 
of the three Predicables has been stated as constituted by the identity or sameness 
of their effects and causes. But this is not established as the relation of effect and 
cause itself has not been proved. Therefore he says: 

Whereas it is seen that in spite of earth, wheel, water, potter, thread, 
etc., being brought together, there is non-existence of the pot, if there is 
non-existence of the potter’s staff, and that in spite of earth, water, etc, 
being brought together, there is non-existence of the shoot if there is non¬ 
existence of the seed ; it ( i. e., non-existence) cannot be explained without 
the relation of effect and cause between the potter’s staff and the pot or 
between the seed and the shoot. Otherwise there will be non-existence of 
the pot even on the non-existence of the loom, etc., and there will be non¬ 
existence of the shoot even on the non-existence of pieces of stone, etc. 
Moreover it is seen that the pot, a piece of cloth, etc., exist for a time only. 
That even cannot be explained without the relation of cause and effect. 
For they being non-existent at one time, their temporariness in the form of 
existence at another time is not possible but by the dependence of existences 
upon causes. For if there were no dependence upon causes, then a thing 
could only be or not be, but could not be for a time only; since an existing 
thing cannot be non-existent, nor can it come into existence from that 
which is not its cause, nor can it come into existence from one knows not 
what, nor can it come into existence from unreal things such as the horn 
of a hare, etc., but from a really existing limit or beginning like the 
potter’s staff, the loom, etc., as is seen in such effects as a pot, a piece of 
cloth, etc. Now the limit or beginning is nothing but the cause. 

Thus if the relation of effect and cause did not exist, there would be 
no inclination or disinclination to activity. Then the world would be¬ 
come desireless, inert. For there can be no activity without the know¬ 
ledge that this is the means of attaining that which is desired ; nor can 
there be forbearance without the knowledge that this is the means pf 
^voiding that Ayhich is not desired.—1. 
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Vivriti .—The Safikhya thinkers argue as follows: “A water-jar, 
etc., existing in an enveloped state in earth, etc., from before, develop 
into visible existence, and again by being struck with a cudgel, etc., are 
enveloped therein and ‘exist. So that production and destruction are not 
real, but merely development and envelopment. This being so, why 
should not a water-jar be produced from yarns? It cannot be said that 
the existence of effects in causes prior to their production is without evi¬ 
dence, for the proof is supplied by such texts of Veda as ‘ Only the exis¬ 
tent, 0 Dear One, was at the beginning/ (Chhandogya 6, 2, T, etc.” 

This view should be considered. The admission of the development 
of development will entail non-finality. If, on the other hand, development 
be previously non-existent, then it will be necessary to admit production 
from the non-existent, and hence the supposition of the prior existence of 
the water-pot, etc., will become groundless. Thus causality is the belong¬ 
ing to the class of invariable and unconditional antecedents which cannot 
be otherwise accounted for, or the quality of that which fails to produce 
an effect on account of defect in the contributories, or an additional Pre¬ 
dicable, being a particular relation arising out of its own nature. 


Above continued . 

st § sKi ^Wm ? sETTsjmm: n t i t i t ii 

3 Na, not. 5 Til,’but. grrEgfarerffc Karyyabhavdt, from non-existence of 
effect. 3>nt5Tr*rR : Karandbhavali, non-existence of cause. 

2. Bat non-existence-of cause (does) not (follow) from 
the non-existence of the effect.—33. 

Upaskiira .—It may be objected that only the existent is produced, and not the 
non-existent, according to the authority of the Veda, e. g., “ Verily the existent was at the 
beginning, O calm one!,” etc. Otherwise in the case of undifferentiated non-existence 
there will he no such uniformity that a piece of cloth is produced from threads only and 
not from potsherds. If it is so thon, we reply, this uniformity must be accepted by the 
advocates of the doctrino of transformation (crTWimre:) ' vho admit the theory of causes ; 
otherwise how it happens that the manifestation of the pot is only in the potsherds, and 
not in threads ? Moreover if the manifestation or development also really existed from 
before, then that too being eternal, it comes to this that production and destruction are 
merely development and envelopment. Now, development and envelopment depend upon 
causes. Therefore it results that a pot, a piece of cloth, etc., also surely depend upon 
causes and also that there is production of that which was not before. The objection that 
there is no proof of the uniformity towards the cause is answered by the uniformity of the 
nature of the cause, and this uniformity of the nature of the cause (to produce the effect) 
becomes known by the method of agreement and difference. For it is a universal experi¬ 
ence that no pot is produced without a potter’s staff and that a pot is produced when 
there is the potter's staff. Thus causality is the quality of that which belongs to the class 
pf invariable and unconditional antecedents, which cannot be otherwise established or 
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explained, or the characteristic of being attended with the non-production of the effect 
due to defect in some contributory cause. Although there is no invariable antecedence in 
such places as “ one should perform sacrifice with barley or with paddy,” etc., because the 
sacrifice with paddy is not an antecedent of the result producible by the sacrifice with 


barley, still a cause ordained in the alternative is truly a cause, as causality is proved in 
the case of both even though the results are similar in kind. Thus the characteristic of 
being attended with the non-production of the effect due to defect in some contributory 
cause, forms the causality which is common to both secular and scriptural practices; 
whereas invariable antecedence known by the method of agreement and difference is the 
causality which is secular only. For in such cases as “ He who desires heaven should 
perform sacrifice,” etc., the difference or negative side is not required, because knowledge 
of the agreement or positive side alone is sufficient to induce activity. For this reason 
also, if the alternative is assumed, then both lose their significance in the code, for the 
result of the same kind being secured by one alone, the performance of the other becomes 
futile. Hence also it has been rightly said : “ The result necessarily follows from practi¬ 
ces taught in the Veda, if performed in all their parts.” When the Acharyya (preceptor) 
says “ And this object proceeding from the Veda, breach of uniformity is no fault,” he 
only means to refer to ordinary objects. In the case of grass, igniting wood, and jewel, 
however, heterogeneity of effect is necessary ; because there causality being inferred by 
agreement and difference, non-existence of the effect is necessary from non-existence of the 


cause. If heterogeneity of effect is supposed in alternative cases, causality will be in the 
alternative in R&jastiya, Vajapeya, and other sacrifices. For these reasons he goes on 
establishing the same law of the relation of effect and cause. 

If the law of the relation of effect and cause do not exist, then non¬ 
existence of cause will follow also from non-existence of effect. Non¬ 
existence of effect is not instrumental towards the non-existence of cause ; 
but non-existence of cause is instrumental towards non-existence of effect. 
Thus the application of this introductory section of two aphorisms is that 
persons desirous of mok$a (salvation) are concerned in non-existence of 
birth for the sake of non-existence of pain, in non-existence of activity for 
the sake of non-existence of birth, in non-existence of faults for the sake 
of non-existence of activity, in prevention of false knowledge for the sake 
of non-existence of faults, and in spiritual intuition of the Self for the 
sake of prevention of fals3 knowledge.—2. 


Genus and Species relative to understanding . 

sraFij fasta ll \ i VH 

q p TT i fl S&m&nyam, Genus. f£r§cp Visesah, Species. ^ 11i, these. 

Buddhyapeksam, relative to understanding. 

3. The notions Genus and Species are relative to 
the Understanding.—34 

Uixiskdru .—After the marks of the three Predicabl ys in the order of their enumera¬ 
tion, he now states the mark of the Predicable Genus which has also been mentioned : 

Genus is two-fold, high and low, of which the first is Existence and the 
second is Substaneeness, etc., pervaded by Existence. The Understanding 
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is the mark of Genus and its Species : the cognition of re-appear¬ 
ance or recurrence, of Genus, and the cognition of disappearance or 
reversion, of species. The word ‘ iti ’ takes them singly, and hence the 
word ‘ buddhyapekijain ’ has been used in the neuter gender. The writer 
of the vfitti however applies it to species only and explains its use in 
the singular number and neuter gender by the rule “ A word in the neuter 
gender used with a word not in the neuter gender optionally entails 
neuter gender and singular number.” ‘Buddhyapeksam’ means that of 
which the understanding or cognition is the mark or the definition. 
* Genus ’ in the aphorism means that which is eternal and resides in more 
individuals than one. Or, Genus, whether high or low, is, while it is 
eternal, co-existent in the same substratum with the mutual non-existence 
of its own situation or foundation. Moreover Genus also takes the name 
of Species, as for example, at the same time that there is the cognition of 
re-appearance or recurrence, namely, ‘ This is Substance,’ ‘ This is Substan¬ 
ce,’ and so on, there is the particular cognition that it is not Attribute, 
that it is not Action, etc. So that the nature of species belongs to the 
genera themselves, e. g., substanceness, etc. 

It may be objected, “ Genus (i. e., the Universal), as an objective 
reality, is a non-entity, since the consciousness of recognition can be 
explained (without it) by the absence of reversion or divergence. For 
the object of the cognition, “It is a cow,” is that it is not different 
from a cow. Even the advocate of the doctrine of kinds (jati) admits that 
this is the subject-matter of the concrete cognitions of bovineness, etc. ; 
for concreteness or particularity is not something other than absence of 


difference from itself; it is the absence of divergence from a cow, etc., 
which is also the occasion of the use of the words cow, etc. Moreover, 
where does the Genus of bovineness reside ? Not surely in the bovine 
animal, because the animal is non-existent prior to the appearance of 
ueness. Nor in a non-bovine animal, because there will be then con¬ 
tradiction*. Whence does bovineness come to reside in the body of a 
bovine animal’ when such a body is produced ? It did not surely remain 
in that locality, lor that place also will then possess bovineness. Nor is 
bovineness even produced then and there, for it (a Genus) has been 
observed to be eternal, \ Nor can it come from elsewhere, for it (a Genus) 
possesses no activity. No again does one eternal possess the character¬ 
istic of appearing in many individuals, for there is no proof that it (a 
Genus) optionally appears in part and as a whole. For the whole 
does not appear in a single place, since then it would follow that there 
would be no concrete cognition of it in other places. Nor does it appear 


/' 
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part for a ‘class’ is not confined to one part. So it has been said, “It 
does not move, nor was it there. Nor is it produced, nor has it parts. 
Nor does it leave its former residence. Alas ! the succession of difficul¬ 
ties.” Genus exists and that is manifested by situation or organisation 
only like bovineness, potness, etc. But it does not belong to Attribute 
and Action also.” Such is the quarrel of kindred thinkers. 

To this it is said, “ Genus is eternal and pervasive ; and pervasive¬ 
ness consists in being related to all place by its own form. It does not arise 
that places should be treated in the terms of bovineness, for the use of 
bovineness is obtained by the relation known as combination ; as ‘ Time 
possesses form or colour ’—such cognition and use do not arise, because 
Time does not possesses form or colour, etc. Nor can it be said that Time 
verily does not exist, since it is found that it is only a different name for the 
“ five heads” (t. e., of the Bauddhas, e. g., Perception, Cognition, Feel¬ 
ing, Conception with Naming, and Impression), because Time will be 
established later on. Thus bovineness which pervades a particular 
spot, combines with the organism which is produced in that very place, 
as it is found that ‘ it is produced ’ and “ it is combined (with bovineness),” 
refer to the same moment of Time. Hereby “ where does it reside ? ” is 
answered by “ where it is perceived“ where it resides and “ what sort 
of a body it was prior to the appearance of bovineness?” by “ It did not 
exist at all. ” Similarly “ It does not move, nor was it there, etc.,” is so 
much cry of despair. The Genus of bovineness is nothing but non-diver¬ 
gence of cognition from what it has been, —this is obstructed or contradict¬ 
ed by the real or positive cognition “It is a cow or ox.” For the cogni¬ 
tion also is not explained, as it has been said that the cognition of a real 
existence does not help the understanding of negation, nor does diver¬ 
gence from a cow or ox come to light in the cognition “ It is a cow or ox.” 
The option of whole and part can arise only if a single Genus appear as a 
whole or as a part. Whole-ness means multitude and infinity, and it is 
not proved in an individual. “ * This is a cow or ox ’—such cognitions 
arise in respect of non-entities and are not capable of establishing 
entities ”—to this the reply will be given afterwards. 

The followers of Prabhakara (a thinker of the Mimaihsa School) 
however say that Genus is manifested by its situation (i. e., the organism 
where it resides). If it is evidenced by recognitive understanding, then 
what offence have been committed by Genera belonging to Attribute and 
Action ? For there arises consciousness of recognition or knowing again 
in respect of Colour, Taste, etc. ; and this consciousness surely establishes 
a ‘ class ’ ( jati ), since there is no obstruction. As it is in the case of Sky-ness 
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of the individual is not the obstruction in the 
attributes of Colour, etc. Nor is co-extension the obstruction here as it 
is in the case of Understanding and Knowledge or in the case of the class¬ 
es of water-pots and water-jars, because of the multiplicity of individual 
Colours, Tastes, etc. For co-extension is denotation of neither more nor 
less individuals’; and the class attributes of colour, etc., have a narrower 
denotation than Attribute-ness, and have a wider denotation than blue-ness, 
etc. For this reason also, there is no overlapping or intermixture (which 
is also an obstruction to the existence of Genus), as there is in the case of 
the characteristics of being material and ponderable substances, because 
although their mutual absolute non-existences co-exist in the same subs¬ 
tratum, yet there is no co-existence with any other class. Nor is here 
instability or infinite regression, because other Genera included in Colour¬ 
ness, etc., are not recognised. Nor is here loss of form or transformation 
as in the case of species. If species, while residing in substances, possess 
classes or jati then they will become either Attributes or Actions; if 
while appearing in Universals ( e. g., Time, Space, Ether, and Soul) they 
possess classes or jati, then they will become Attributes. The trans¬ 
formation which thus takes place in the case of the Prcdicable Species, 
is absent in the case of the subject under enquiry. Nor is here non- 
l-elation, as in the case of Combination. Let there be non-relation in the 
case of Combination, seeing that the supposition of Combination of Com¬ 
bination will entail infinite regression ; but in the case of the subject 
under enquiry the relation of Combination itself is recognised. Although 
identity of the individual itself is an obstruction to Combination being a 
Genus, yet the view of those also should be considered, who hold that 
Combinations are many in number and undergo production and destruc¬ 
tion. Or it (absence of combination or identity of the individual) is the 
obstruction to Non-existence, etc., being Genera. 

The learned writer of the Vritti has said : “ The point in dispute, 

namely, recognitive understanding, because it is an unobstructed, recur¬ 
rent consciousness, is explained by a recurrent property, as the conscious¬ 
ness, ‘ garland-flowers ’ (covers all the flowers making up a particular 
garland and is explained by the common property of belonging to that 
garland, which recurs in every one of those flowers).” This requires consi¬ 
deration.—3. 

Vivriti :—The Nyaya teachers have recited the obstructions to 
Genus: “Identity of the Individual, Similarity or Co-extension, Overlap¬ 
ping or Intermixture, Instability or Infinite Regression, Transformation, 
and Non-relation,—this is the collection of the obstructions to Genus.” 



_§L 

case of the class 
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low, Sky-ness is not a Genus, as it denotes only one individual. Pot-ness 
and Jar-ness are not two genera, because the individuals denoted by the 
one are neither more nor less than by the other. Material-ness and ponder- 
ableuess are not genera, because by appearing in the same individual 
the substrata of their respective absolute non-existence would then inter¬ 
mix. Genus-ness is not a Genus, on account of infinite regression. The 
transformation of Species which is by nature exclusi ve, is an obstruction 
to its being a Genus. If Particularity be a Genus, then, itself possessing 
Genus, it will not be possible for it to distinguish itself and therefore its 
special property of self-distinction will suffer. Therefore Particularity 
or Species is not a Genus. Or transformation may mean change of 
nature. So that if Species, while appearing in ponderable things, possess 
Genera, then they would be either Attributes or Actions. If while 
appearing in the universale (e. g. t Sky, Space, Time, and Soul) they possess 
Genera, then they would be Attributes. In this way change of nature of 
the Species is the obstruction to Species possessing the characteristic of 
Genus. Combination or Co-inherence is not a Genus, as the relation of 
combination does not exist in it, since the admission of combination into 
combination would entail infinite regression. This applies to the view 
that combinations are many in number and undergo production and 
destruction. Otherwise from the identity of the individual also Combina¬ 
tion cannot be a Genus. Similarly the absence of the relation of Combi¬ 
nation is an obstruction to Non-existence being a Genus ; and other ins¬ 
tances should be understood. 

Existence is Genus only. 

*nr#rsgi^r u \ i * i $ n 

vrrf: Bhavab, existence, being, ^: Anuvrittefi, of recurrence, 
assimilation or extensive denotation. tjf Eva, only. Hetutvat, being 

the cause. —Samanyatn, Genus tjf Eva, only. 

4. Existence, being the cause of assimilation only, 
is only a Genus.—35. 

Upaskdra .—Proving the two-foldness which has been stated above of Genus anti 
Species, he says: 

4 Bhavah,* i.e., existence, is the cause of assimilation only, and not of 
differentiation also. Therefore it does not take the name Species.—4. 

Genera-Species. 

^4^*^^1+lMiFTII ? I R I || 

gotTr? Dravyatvam, subunnce-ness. jppt Guriatvam, attributeness. 
cfiwf?*, Karmmatvam, action-ness. Cha, and. Samanyaui, Genera. 

fasfcfT: Vi^esaji, species. ^ Cha, also, 


II 
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5. Substance-ness, Attribute-ness and Action-ness are 
both Genera and Species.—36. 


VpasMra .—What Genera take the name of Species ? To meet this expectancy 
he says: 

The word ‘ cha ’ collects Earth-ness, and other genera belonging to 
Substance, Colour-ness, and other genera belonging to Attribute, Throw- 
ing-up-ness, and other genera belonging to Action. ‘ Substance-ness, etc.,’ 
have been left uncompounded in order to indicate the absence of the 
relation of that which pervades and that which is pervaded, from amongst 
them, f Genera and Species ’ have not been compounded so that it may 
be understood that these are Species also even while they possess the 
characteristics of Genera. Otherwise (if the words were compounded) 
there might be a mistake that the compound was a genitive one and then 
the being Species would not have been perceived in the presence of 
Genus-ness. 

It might be objected, “ Substance-ness cannot be something which 
penetrates into or inheres in the forms of substance and is beyond the 
cognizance of the senses, because if it somehow exists in Earth, etc., its 
existence is impossible in the case of Air, Sky, etc. It cannot be estab¬ 
lished as something which constitutes the combinative cause of an effect 
determined by Attribute-ness, because Attribute-ness, as it appears in 
eternal and non-eternal objects, is not the determinant of being an effect. 
The rejoinder that it is required for the sake of Attribute-ness does not 
improve the situation.” The objection however does not arise, for 
Substance-ness is established by the way of constituting the combinative 
causality of an effect determined by the characteristic of Conjunction. 
This causality cannot be constituted by the class attribute of Earth-ness, 
which is of a narrower comprehension, nor by Existence which has a wider 
denotation ; and there must be something to constitute or define it, as 
otherwise suddenness or chance would be the result. Now Conjunction 
must necessarily be recognized in the case of ultimate atoms, as supplying 
the non-combinative cause of a molecule of two atoms; in the case of 
molecule of two atoms each, as supplying the non-combinative cause of a 
molecules of three atoms; in the case of the four universals (e.g., Time, 
Space, Ether, and Soul), through their being in conjunction with all pon¬ 
derable things ; in the case of Mind, as the ground for the conjunction of 
Mind and the Senses ; in the case of Air, as the support for the movement 
of grass, etc.; in the case of perceptible Substances, through their very 
perceptibility. On the other hand, there is no un-originated Conjunction 
so that it could be said that the quality of Conjunction even, appearing 
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effects and not-effects, could not be the determinant of being an effect. 
In like manner, it is easily demonstrable that substance-ness is established 
also by the way of constituting the combinative causality of Disjunction 
also. Attribute-ne 38 again, it has been already said, is proved by its 
being the determinant of the causality which exists in a thing possessing 


Genus and not containing the non-combinative causality of the combina¬ 
tive causality of Conjunction and Disjunction. The class attribute of 

Actions also, is, in the case of perceptible Substances, cognizable by the 
cognition, ‘ It moves,’ but in other places can be inferred from Conjunc¬ 
tion and Disjunction, for Aetion-ness is required to be established also by 
its being the determinant of the non-combinative causality of both Con¬ 
junction and Disjunction. For this reason also it is possible to infer 
the movement of the sun from its reaching another place. Here although 
the other place, eg., of Sky, etc., is beyond the reach of the senses, yet the 
Conjunction and Disjunction of the solar rays are perceptible by the solar 
zone, and it is from these Conjunctions and Disjunctions that the inference 
of the movement of the sun can be drawn. The learned Uddyotakara has 
said: “The inference of the movement of the sun is by its reaching a 
different place, which again is also a mattter of inference in the following 
way : The sun which is perceived by a man when facing eastwards, is 
also perceived by him when facing the west, and is recognised by him. 
This fact together with the fact that the sun is a substance and is not 
destroyed and produced again at every moment, is proof that the sun has 
reached a different place from where it was before.”—5. 

Final Species excluded. 


II ? I R I < II 


Anyatra, elsewhere. Antyebhah, final. Vi&sebhab, 

than species. 

6. (The statement of Genus and Species has been 
made) with the exception of the final Species.—37. 

Upaskcira .—But is it the same Species which has been enumerated as a Predicable, 
which is here described as both Genus and Species ? Removing this curiosity of the 
disciples he says: 

The meaning is that the statement of Genus and Species is to the 
exclusion of those final Species* residing in eternal substances, which have 
been mentioned above. ‘ Antyah,’ i. e., ‘ final,’ means those which exist 
or appear at the end (of the division or dissolution of compounds.) The 

♦ It is the introduction of these “ final species,” which is the reason why the system 
pf Kaadan is called the VaUefika philosophy or the philosophy of final species, 
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eachers say that they are ‘ final/ because after them there is no other 
principle of differentiation. According to the Vrittikara they are ‘ final 
Species,’ because they exist in eternal Substances, i. e Substances which 
exist at the end of production and destruction. They are really Species 
only, the causes of the consciousness of differentiation, and not of the form 
of Genus also.-- 6. 


Existence defined . 

ht grrr m i v i vs n 

g^Sat, existent. ^ Iti, thus. Yatnh, whence, Drnvya- 

guna-karinasu, in lespect of Substance, Attribute, and Action. gr S3, that. ggr 
Satta, existence. 

7. Existence is that to which are due the belief and 
usage, namely ‘ (It is) existent,’ in respect of Substance, 
Attribute, and Action.—38. 

Ujutskura .—A good many men doubt that Existence is a Genus. So he gives its proof: 

By the word ‘ iti ’ lie teaches the mode of belief and usage. Thus 
Existence is that which causes the belief in this way that this is existent, 
that that is existent, in the case of the triad of Substance, etc., or on which 
depends the application of the words in the form of ‘ it is existent,’ ‘ it is 
existent.’—7. 


Existence not identical with Substance, Attribute, or Action. 

UtTT M I *1 q II 

Dravya-guna-karnmiabhynh, from Substance, Attribute, and 
Action. Arthantaram, a different object, Satta, existence. 

8. Existence is a different object from Substance, 
Attribute, and Action.—39. 

UpaaMra.—But Existence is not perceived as being separate from Substance, Attri* 
bute, and Action. Therefore Existence is nothing else than one or other of Substance, etc. 
Because that which is different from something else is perceived by means of its difference 
from that, as a water-pot from a piece of cloth. But Existence is not perceived by means 
of its difference from them. Therefore it is identical with them. To meet this objection 
he says: 

Substance, etc., are non-assiinilative but Existence is assimilative. 
Thus ‘ Existence is a different, etc.,’ because its difference from them is 
established by the consideration of the opposite properties characterised 
by assimilativeness and non-assimilativeness. That, however, it is not 
perceived elsewhere than in them, is due to the virtue of their primary 
or natural inter-relation, whereas the relation of a pot and a piece of cloth 
js derivative or artificial, 
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L'he intrinsic form of the individual is not Existence, for individuals 
do not assimilate themselves or form themselves into classes. If the inner 
nature be assimilative, then the same is nothing but Existence. If non-* 
assimilative inner natures or essences be the means of classification, then 
the class attributes of bovineness, etc., are also gone. This consideration 
also dismisses the objection, “ When the practice of classification is estab¬ 
lished by those very objects in which as substrata Existence inheres, then 
what is the use of Existence ? ” For the same reason also it is not valid 
to hold that Existence is the property which makes an object and its action 
possible, or that Existence is reasonableness or reliability ; for the cogni¬ 
tion * It is existent,’ arises even in the absence of any enquiry in those 
respects. —8. 

Above continued. 

^ ¥traT5T ^ u OT: II \ 

Guna-karnmiasu, in Attributes and Actions. 


I R \ II 

=?? Clia, and. VTTWTft 




Bhavat, from Existence, ff Na, no: Karmma, Action. * Ni, not. 

Gunaft, Attribute. 

9. And as it exists in Attributes and Actions, there¬ 
fore it is neither Attribute nor Action. — 40. 

Upaskdra.— He points out another differentia : 

'Neither Attribute nor Action” — this being the matter to be expressed, 
their individual mention ( i. e., the words being not compounded) indicates 
that Existence is not Substance also. For an Action does not exist in 
Actions, nor an Attribute in Attributes, nor does Substancfi exist in an 
Attribute or Action. Existence however resides in Attribute and Action. 
Therefore on account of its Difference from Substance, Attribute, and 
Action, Existence is really different from them. — 9. 

Above continued. 

^ M i * i ii 

Samanya-visesabhavena, by reason of (lie absence of Genus- 

Species. Cha, and 

10. (Existence is different from Substance, Attribute, 
and Action), also by reason of the absence of Genus-Species 
in it.—41. 


Upaskdra .—He mentions another differentia : 

If Existence be Substance, Attribute, or Action, then it would contain 
in it Genera which are Species also. Hut in Existence these Genera- 
Species, namely, Substance-ness, etc., are not perceived. For nobody ever 
has the perception that Existence is Substance, Attribute, or Action.—10. 
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Aneka-dravya-vattvena, by means of its containing more than 


one Substance, Dravyatvam, Substance-ness. Uktam, explained. 

11. Substance-ness has been explained by means of 
its containing more than one Substance.—42. 


Upaskdra .—Having thus stated the distinction of Existence from Substance, Attri¬ 


bute, and Action, he states the distinction of Substance-ness from them : 

‘ Anekadravyavat ’ means that to which belong more than one 
Substance as its combinative causes. The term ‘ more than one * here 
denotes all. Hence it is distinguished from Earth-ness, etc. Its ‘ eter- 


nality’ is obtained simply from its being a Genus ; hence its distinction 


from wholes made up of parts. And ‘ anekdravyavattvam ’ means the 
being combined with more than one Substance in general; hence its 
distinction from Existence. Therefore Substance-ness is eternal and 
combined with more than one Substance in general. Hence it is implied 
that conjunction is not desired. And Substance-ness also has been verily 
established. * Substance-ness explained ’ means that Substance-ness also 
has been explained in the very same way as Existence.—11. 


Above continued. 



SAm&nya-viiesa-abhavena, by reason of the absence of 
Genera-Species. Cha, and. 

12. (Substance-ness is distinct from Substance, Attri¬ 
bute, and Action) also by reason of the absence of Genera- 
Species in it.—43. 

Vpaskara .—But Substance-ness is also a ‘class,’ and can bo quite non-distinct from 
Its own ground. What is the fault here ? So he says: 

If the ‘ class ’ of Substance-ness be really identical with Substance, 
etc., then in it will exist Earthness, Waterness, Fireness, and other Genera 
which are also Species. The sense is that nobody has the perception that 
Substance-ness is Earth, Water, or Fire. Hence it is distinct, etc.—12. 

Attribute-ness not identical with Substance, Attribute or Action. 


trot u t i * I u 1 


Tatha, in like manner, giji^ Gunesu, in Attributes. wf fK Bhavat, 
from its existence, gnp* Gunatvam, Attribute-ness. Uktam, explained. 
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13. (That Attribnte-ness is distinct from Substance, 
Attribute, and Action is) explained from its existence in 
Attributes.—44. 

UpasMra.-r-HiQ states Atfcribufceness : 

The meaning is that in the very same way as Existence, Attribute- 
ness is explained to be distinct from Substance, Attribute, and Action, 
from its existence in ( i. e., combination with) Attributes only.—13. 

Above continued. 

^ m i % i * 3 u 

. 

Sdm&nya-vises&bhavena, by reason of the absence of 
Genera-Species. Cha, and. 

14. (Attribute-ness is distinct from Substance, Attri¬ 
bute, and Action) also by reason of the absence of Genera- 
Species in it.—45. 

Upaskara ,—He points out another differentia : 

If Attributeness be not something over and above Substance, 
Attribute, and Action, then it should be perceived as containing Substance- 
ness, Attributeness, and Action-ness, and their sub-classes. This is the 
meaning.—14. 

Action-ness not identical loith Substance, Attribute, or Action. 

II \ l R \ || 

cfi&g Karmmasu, in Actions, Bhavat, from its existence. 

Karmmatvam, action-ness. 3 tR Uktam, explained. 

15. (That) Action-ness (is distinct from Substance, 
Attribute, and Action is) explained from its existence in 
Actions.—46. 

Upaskdra .—He points out that which distinguishes Action-ness from Substance 
Attribute, and Action: 

Like Existence, Action-ness also, which is another ‘class,’ is 
explained as distinct from Substance, Attribute, and Action, from its 
existence in ( i. e. combination with) Actions only.—15. 

Above continued. 

*r n t i * i H'ii 

Sainanya-visesabhavena, by reason of tue absence of 
Genera-Species. ^ Cha, and. 
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16. (Action-ness is distinct from Substance, Attribute, 


and Action) also by reason of the absence of Genera- 
Species in it.—47. 


Upasku ra .—He mentions another differentia : 


The meaning is that if Action-ness be identical with Substance, etc., 
then the Genus-Species of Substanceness, etc., will combine in it. 

It should be noted that these four aphorisms, identical in form, are 
stated so as to form one section for explaining the distinction from Sub¬ 
stance, Attribute, and Action, of the four classes, Existence, Substance¬ 
ness, Attributeness, and Action-ness.—16. 


Existence is one. 


uftfr urn m. n ^ti 


Sat, existent. $T?T Iti, this. Lihgdviifesat, from the 

non-particularity or uniformity of the mark. f^rqnrtjfPTRTil Visjesa-lihgabhdvat, 
from the absence of a particular or distinctive mark. >sr Cha, and. qgj: Ekafo, 
One. Bhavali, Existence. 

17. Existence is one, because of the uniformity of the 
mark, viz ., that it is existent and because of the absence of 
any distinguishing mark.—48. 

Upciakara. —But why should not Existence which is present in Substance, Attribute, 
and Action, bo rendered different by the difference of the determinants of Substance¬ 
ness, etc. ? So he says: 

The knowledge or the use of words in this form that it is existent, 
is the mark of Existence. And it is the same, i. e., non-particularized, in 
respect of Substance, Attribute, and Action. Therefore one and the same 
Existence resides in them. Otherwise, Existence having the same denota¬ 
tion or manifestation as Substance-ness, etc., either it would not exist or 
they would not exist. * Visfesalifigabha vat Cha ’—means that there is 
no difference, as inference which is the mark of vise$a, i. e., difference, 
does not here exist. As in the judgment, ‘This lamp is verily that,’ 
the mark of distinction is the difference of measure such as length, 
shortness, etc., so here there is no such mark of distinction. This is 
the idea.—17. 

Here ends the second chapter of the First Book in the Commen¬ 
tary by Safikaraj on the Vairfesika aphorisms of Kanada of great 
powers. 
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Characteristics of Earth . 

sfII ^ I ^ I ^ II 

ROpa-rasa-gandha-spargavati, Possessed of Colour, Taste, 
Smell, and Touch, Prithivi, Earth. 

1. Earth possesses Colour, Taste, Smell, and 
Touch.—49. 

UpaskSra.—' The subject-matter of the Pirst chapter of the Second Book is the 
description of the nine Substances. Herein thero are three sections : description of Earth, 
Water, and Pirc ; proof of God ; and inference of Ether. Of these he states the charac¬ 
teristic of Earth which has been mentioned first of all: 

Manifold Colour such as blue, yellow, etc., belongs to Earth alone. 
Thus the characteristic is the possession of the ‘ class ’ pervaded by Subs- 
tance-ness and co-extensive with blue colour. Similarly manifold Taste 
such as bitter, sour, etc., resides in Earth alone. Thus the (second) charac¬ 
teristic is the possession of the ‘class ’ pervaded by Substance-ness and 
co-extensive with bitter Taste. In like manner other characteristics should 
be understood by the substitution or interpolation of the words ‘ sour,’ etc. 
Smell is of two kinds, fragrant and non-fragrant. Thus the (third) cha¬ 
racteristic is the possession of the ‘ class ’ pervaded by Substance-ness and 
co-extensive with Smell. It will be therefore seen that Earth is a Subs¬ 
tance which is the substratum or location of ‘ class ’ which is co-extensive 
with Smell but not co-extensive with an Attribute which is not co¬ 
extensive with Smell. It must not be objected that as Smell and Taste 
are not perceived in a stone, etc., therefore both of them fall short 
of being universal here. For, though Smell and Taste are not per¬ 
ceived there in the first instance, still they are found to be present 
in their ashes ; and the very same parts which originate the stone do 
also originate its ashes. Hence there is no want of universality. How 
then is there such perception as “ The air is fragrant,” “ Water 
mixed with ‘ Karavella ’ is bitter ?” The question does not arise 
because that Smell and Taste are due to the external condition formed 
by (particles of) Earth. Touch also which is neither hot nor cold 
and which is produced by the action of heat, belongs to Earth only. Thus 
the (fourth) characteristic is the possession of the ‘ class ’ pervaded by 
Substance-ness and co-extensive with Touch produced by the action of 
heat. And the quality of being produced by the action of heat, which is 
revealed by a distinctive peculiarity, belongs to the Touch of Earth alone • 
and ‘a distinctive peculiarity ’ is very manifest in the peculiar Touch of the 
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towers of Sirisa and Lavangi (clove-creeper); but it is not so in the Touch 
of Water, etc. Although in a whole made up of parts Touch, etc., are not 
produced directly through the conjunction of Fire, from heating, yet there 
too a particular heterogeneity should be recognised by the way of its 
being the product of a series of parts and wholes. 

“ But,” it may be objected, “ this mark or characteristic is what is 
called a mark of disagreement or a negative mark which is the proof of its 
difference from others or of the mode of its treatment. Now, Earth is 
distinguished from others because it has Smell. That which is not different 
from others, does not possess Smell, e. g., Water, etc. And Earth is what 
has Smell which is counter-opposite of the non-existence of the pervader of 
the non-existence of the difference from others than itself. Therefore it is 
different from others than itself. Here supposing that the major term, 
the qu'aesitum, namely, difference from others, is a well known object, 
if the mark of inference disagree with it, then the inference will have 
the fault of incommensurability, as the minor term will in that case fall 
outside the class of ascertained "similar objects and of un-ascertained 
objects ; and if it does not disagree then the mark will be what is called a 
mark of agreement or a positive mark. On the other hand, if the major 
term is not well known then the minor term will contain an unknown 
major term. In that case there can be no expectation, nor any desire 
for inference, nor again any inference in the shape of knowledge in 
particular about it. Moreover’, absence of the mark or the middle 
term and absence of the qusesitum or major term are universally 
related by agreement. Thus there will arise the contradiction that 
the absence of the major term will not have the characteristic of 
being the mark nor will the mark have the characteristic of being 
the absence of the major term. By this alone the futility of the 
minor premiss is explained, but not the object, the universal relation of 
which has not been obtained. So it has been said : “ The faults of an 
inference by disagreement or by the method of difference, are ignorance 
of the major term, contradiction, futility of the minor premiss, and proof 
by the method of agreement.” So also if the mark is intended to establish 
usage. Here the usage consists in being the object of reference of the 
word Earth, and that belongs also to the class of Earth-ness and therein 
the mark Earth-ness does not exist. Although therefore incommensurabi¬ 
lity may appear to exist here, yet there is no incommensurability, the 
quaesitum or major term being the characteristic of being the object of 
reference of the word Earth, which is the occasion of the significance of 
Earth-ness. Or again Earth-ness being, as a class, proved in a general 
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way, like pot-ness, to be the occasion of the significance of an accidental 
word, the word Earth contains the occasion of the significance of Earth- 
ness. If it contains the occasion of not signifying others—not-Earth-ness, 
—then as it appears together with that which is the occasion of the 
significance, it should be proved in the way, viz., ‘ That which is not so, 
is not so.’ Thus here too there is surely the fault of ignorance of the 
qua3situm, etc.” 



It is not so, the author replies, difference of others such as Water, etc., 
"being manifest in the pot itself, because the difference, i. e., the mutual 
non-existence of Air, and other super-sensuous objects also is proved by 
sense-perception itself in the pot, etc., inasmuch as only the fitness for the 
location or ground or substratum governs the apprehension of mutual 
non-existence, as is seen in cases like “ The column is not a pirf icha (a 


ghost-like being). 

It should not be said, “ This is not the case. Let then the pot only 
be the analogue or example. What is the use of a negative mark ? Who 
will prove in a roundabout fashion a conclusion arrived at in a straight 
way ? ” If fhe non-negative mark be not a mere simulacrum, then this 
path too is unobstructed to him who is described as arguing in a round¬ 
about way ; because with the removal of the fault of ignorance of the 
quEOsitum, all other faults which arisen out of it, are also removed. There 
is no contradiction, because the positive pervasion or the relation 
in agreement is apprehended along with the negative relation or because 
the positive pervasion is inferred by the negative pervasion. Nor is there 
futility- of the minor premiss, because the very mark of which the per¬ 
vasion has been obtained, is proved in the minor term ; as has been 
said: “ Whatever relation of the determinable and. the determinant 

subsists between two existences, just the . reverse of it is to be understood 
in the case of the corresponding non-existences. Usage again follows 
from the teaching “ Earth possesses Smell,” as what possesses a narrow, 
twisted neck, etc., is the object of reference of the word ‘ pot.’ Thus that 
by which, anywhere and everywhere, in the case of clarified butter, etc., 
clay, etc., the being the occasion of the force of the word Earth is 
derived, from the above teaching, in Earth-ness by means of the indication, 
namely, the possession of Smell, also operates as a negative mark in this 
way that that which is not ' this, is not this, because everything which 
possesses Smell is the object of reference of the word Earth, through its 
possession of Smell, by means of Earth-ness which if? the occasion of the 
force of the word, ' • 
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The objector cannot say “ In the case of the negative mark or per¬ 
vasion which will prove difference, the difference must be either difference 


in property, or difference in nature, i. e ., otherness, or mutual non-existence. 
Now it cannot be the first two, because they are known by sense- 
perception itself. Nor can it be the third, because when the difference 
of non-existence also comes to be the quassitum, its mutual non-existence 
is not present there, and therefore the difference of that which is other 
than non-existence coming to be the qusesitum, the qumsitum is not 
found.” For mutual non-existence, of which the counter-opposite is 
non-existence, is also a qumsitum. So that if it is something additional 
then it verily exists ; if not then being reduced to itself, it is in reality 
something different, because its difference in property is pervaded by its 
mutual non-existence. And here there is no unsteadiness or want of 
finality, because the non-finality remains only so long as there is 
perception or cognition, whereas in other cases finality is obtained by 
perception. 

It is also said that thirteen kinds of mutual non-existence well 
known in thirteen cases are jointly proved in Earth. This is nonsense, 
because the knowledge of every one of them being not In point, the 
knowledge of them jointly disappears. Whereas mutual non-existence 
with counter-opposition determined by non-odorousness should be proved, 
because the difference of non-existence by means of the difference of that 
which determines counter-opposition is necessary and because it has 
been already said that this difference of non-existence is proved by sense- 
perception in the pot etc., also. 

If it is asked “ What is the solution in the case of Ether, etc. ?” the 
author replies that Ether is different from others than itself, by being 
the seat of Sound. Although in “ That which is not thus, is not thus,” 
and cases like this, where the minor term is one-sided, the quaesitum, 
i. e., the major term, is not well known, still that which possesses difference 
in property from something else, possesses the mutual non-existence of 
which that something is the counter-opposite. So that by virtue of the 
pervasion brought into play in this general way, the mutual non-existence 
the counter-opposite of which possesses the absolute non-existence of being 
the seat of Sound, having been already proved, here it is only shown 
as being connected with the minor term, like fire being connected with the 
mountain. This is our other conclusion, its difference in quality being 
pervaded by its mutual non-existence. If it is said that only the posses¬ 
sion of the absolute non-existence of being the seat of Sound is not found 
in objects of the unascertained class, then the being the seat of Sound 
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i neither the definition nor the description, because it is attacked with 
the fear of belonging to unascertained objects.—1. 

Vivriti.— The revered Sankara Mi($ra himself knows what the 
necessity was of carrying the investigation here, leaving aside the posses¬ 
sion of Smell, up to the possession of the ‘ class ’ pervaded by Substance- 
ness co-extensive with Smell. 


Characteristics of Water. 

wrh 37m ftnuT: n q i \ i * n 

: RQpa-rasa-spar^avatyab, possessed of Colour, Taste, and 
Touch. STP?: Apajt, Waters. Drav&ti, Fluid, Snigclhaji, Liquid, 

viscid. 

2. Waters possess Colour, Taste, and Touch, and 
are fluid and viscid.—50. 


Upaskcra. -Ho states the characteristic of Water mentioned after Earth : 

The Colour, Taste, and Touch are respectively White, Sweet, and 
Cool only. Fluidness is constitutional but Viscidity is by nature or 
essential. 


But it is not correct to say that the Colour of Water is only White, 
because blueness is observed in the water of the river Yamuna, etc That 
the Taste is only the sweet is also not correct, because acidness, bitterness, 
etc., are observed in the juice of the blackberry, karavira, etc. That the 
Touch is only the Cool one is also not proved, because at mid-day hotness 
also is observed. Constiutional Fluidity again is too limited, as it is 
absent in ice, hail-stone, etc. Viscidity also is not proved as essential 
and is too wide, as it is not perceived in Water, and is perceived in 
clarified butter and other terrene objects. Moreover Water-ness is not a 
class even, which may be the characteristic of Water, because it is not 
proved on account of the non-existence of that which will establish it. 
Nor is it proved by the characteristic of the determinant of its being the 
combinative cause of Viscidity, because the nature of Viscidity, appearing 
in both the effect and what is not the effect, is not the determinant of the 
state of being the effect. Therefore in the absence of a differentia, Water 
is not differentiated. All this objection cannot be raised. For non- 
luininous white colour alone is really the differentia of Water, the blueness 
in the Water of the river Yamuna, etc., is due to the condition or environ¬ 
ment formed by the receptacle, and whiteness is observed in the Water 
of the Yamuna when thrown up in the sky. Hence the characteristic of 
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ater is the possession of the class which is directly pervaded by Subs- 
tance-ness and which is present in colour which is not co-existent with 
other than non-luminous white Colour. The Taste also is only the sweet 
one ; the bitterness, acidness, etc., in the juice of the blackberry, 
kamvtra, etc., are due to the condition or environment supplied by the 
presence of particles of Earth. It should not be said that sweetness is 
not at all perceived in Water, since it is revealed after the eating of some 
astringent substance. Nor does this sweetness belong to the yellow 
myrobalan itself and is capable of being revealed by Water, because only 
the astringent Taste is observed in it. As in amalaki so in yellow 
myrobalan, only the astringent is the Taste, the same alone being perceiv¬ 
ed. Nor again is there non-production of Taste on account of the conflict 
of Attributes, because the parts also there possess astrignent Taste. The 
tradition of six Tastes is due to its producing the respective effects of those 
Tastes. Manifold Taste again is removed simply by the absence of proof. 
In the case of manifold colour however the observation of the canvas 
itself is the proof. The origination of fragrant and non-fragrant parts is 
removed by the conflict of Attributes. In the case of manifold Smell, 
there is absence of proof. Therefore the sweetness which is observed in 
Water immediately after the eating of yellow myrobalan, belongs to Water 
only. Its manifestation however depends upon the proximity of some 
particular Substance, as the manifestation of coolness in water arises 
from its association with sandalwood. The bitterness that is perceived 
immediately after the eating of karkati (a cucumber-like fruit) be¬ 
longs to the karkati alone, because bitterness is observed in its parts 
even without the drinking of water, or it may be that the bitter¬ 
ness of the bilions Substance present at the tip of the tongue is felt 
there. Hence the second characteristic of water is the possession of 
the class which is directly pervaded by Substance-ness and which is 
co-existent with Taste which is not co-existent with other than sweet Taste. 
In like manner the third characteristic of water is the possession of the 
class which is pervaded by Substance-ness and which is co-existent 
with cool Touch. The hotness that appears at mid-day is really of Fire, 
as it depends upon its presence and absence. Similarly constitutional 
Fluidity is by itself the fourth characteristic ; in other words, Water- 
ness is the possession of the class which is pervaded by Substance- 
ness and which is present in what possesses constitutional Fluidity. 
Liquidity or Viscidity, however, is a particular Attribute, and not a Genus 
which is also a Species, like milk-ness and curd-ness; because the distinction 
of viscid, more viscid, and most viscid, is observed, but such distinction 
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tion is not possible in the case of a class. It cannot be said “ Let Viscidity 
be an Attribute. But what is the evidence that it is present in water ?” 
for it is inferred from the mixing or compounding of barley, sand, etc., 
by water. A compound is a particular combination or conjunction 
caused by Viscidity and Fluidity. It is not due to Fluidity alone, be¬ 
cause no compounding is established by the Fluidity of glass or gold ; 
nor is it due to Viscidity alone, because no compounding is established 
by condensed clarified butter, etc. Therefore by the method of agree¬ 
ment and difference it is proved to be caused by Viscidity and Fluidity. 
And this compounding, being seen to take place in barley, sand, etc., 
by water, confirms Viscidity in Water. This argument is based upon 
wide experience itself, as Viscidity is an object of sense-perception. Vis¬ 
cidity which however is found in clarified butter, etc., is of the Water 
which is the occasional cause of that clarified butter, and it appears as 
though belonging to the clarified butter through combination with the 
conjoint. So also in the case of oil, juice, etc. And Water which is the 
occasional cause of clarified butter, contains a preponderance of Viscidity ; 
therefore owing to this very preponderance of Viscidity, this Water does 
not counteract Fire. If Viscidity were a particular Attribute of Earth, 
then, like Smell, it would have been present in all terrene objects. 
Lastly, Water-ness is a class which is directly pervaded by Substance-ness, 
because it has been proved that a class which determines the being the 
combinative cause of the conjunction present only in objects possessing 
Viscidity, is common to the ultimate atoms.—2. 


Characleristics of Fire. 

n r i \ i \ n 

Tejas, fire. Rupa-spar^avat, possessed of Colour and 

Toueh. 

3. Fire possesses Colour and Touch.—51. 

Upaskura .—Following the order of enumeration he states the characteristic of Fire : 
The meaning is that Fire possesses Colour which is luminous, and 
Touch which is hot. If it be objected, “ Luminousness is the being the 
illuminator of other bodies, and such Colour is not found in heat or in Fire 
as it exists in gold, in a frying-pan, or in Water. White Colour also is 
found nowhere in these, nor is hot Touch found in moonlight or in gold. 
How then is this so ? ” We reply that there can be no such objection, 
because luminous Colour may be inferred in hotness, etc., by means of 
Fire-ness. If it be objected that Fire-ness itself is not proved there as 

such, we reply that it is inferred in them by their possessing hot Touch. 

8 
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be asked, “ How is it proved in gold ?” our reply is that 
desires to say that it is because, even in the absence of luminous Colour in 
it, Fire-ness is inferred by the negative mark, viz., the characteristic of 
being the substratum or ground of Fluidity which is produced but not 
destroyed by the closest Conjunction of fire. And in the case of Fire as 
existing in the frying-pan, etc., Fire-ness is inferred from their possession 
of hot Touch. 

Fire is four-fold : that in which both Colour and Touch are partly 
developed, as the solar, etc.; that in which Colour is partly developed but 
Touch is undeveloped, as the lunar ; that in which both Colour and Touch 
are altogether undeveloped, as the ocular ; and that in which Colour is 
undeveloped and Touch is developed, as of the summer season, and also 
Fire present in Water, frying-pan, etc. He will prove the ocular Fire 
later on.—3. 

Characteristic of Air. 

u r i t i * 11 

t'PlNplSparsavan, possessed of Touch, VAyuh, air. 

4. Air possesses Touch.—-52. 

Upciskara .—He states the characteristic of Air which is the next in order: 

The characteristic of Air is the possession of the ‘class ’ co-existent 
with Touch which does not co-exist with Colour, or the possession of the 
* class ’ co-existent with Touch which is neither hot nor cold and which 
does not co-exist with Taste, or the possession of the ‘ class ’ co-existent 
with Touch which is neither hot nor cold and which does not co-exist with 
Smell, or the possession of the ‘ class ’ co-existent with a distinctive Attri¬ 
bute which does not co-exist with any distinctive Attribute other than 
Touch.—4. 

The above characteristics do not belong to Ether. 

a wusm u s it » *. u 

% Te, these. Akise, in Ether. sfNa, not Vidyante, are 

observed or found. 

5. These (characteristics) are not found in Ether.—53. 

Upaskara .—But why is not the possession of Colour, etc., the characteristic also of 
Sky, Time, Space and Soul ? He replies : 

Here the root ‘ vid.’ in c vidyante ’ means to perceive. The meaning 
then is that because they are not perceived therefore they do not exist, 
in Ether, and other substances, either uniformly or by nature, or collectively, 
or accidentally. If it be asked, “How does the perception arise that 
Ether is as white as curd?” we reply that it is due to the impression 
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created by the perception of the white colours of the rays of the sun. If 
it be asked, “How then does the perception arise that Sky is blue? ’ we 
reply that it is due to the impression created in the minds of the observers 
who are looking at the radiance of the emerald peak lying largely extended 
over the south side of Suraeru mountain- It has been opined that it is 
due to the impression created by the eye when after travelling to a long dis¬ 
tance it turns back and reaches its own pupil. This is not a sound opinion, 
because those who possess jaundiced eyes also have such impressions. 

From the perception, “ Here now there are Colour, etc.,” it cannot 
be argued that Colour and the three other Attributes belong to Space and 
Time also, because they have been already stated to be the characteristics 
of Earth, etc., only by the relation of combination and not by any other 
relation also. “ Here now there is absolute non-existence of Colour ”— 
from this perception again it follows that Space and Time are the substrata 
or grounds or foundations of all things.—5. 

Objection to Fluidity being a characteristic of Water , answered . 

Sarpir-jjatu-madhQchehistanam, of clarified butter, lac, and 
wax. yf fr &fffr lTg Agni-sariiyogat, through conjunction of Fire, Dravatvam, 

Fluidity, srnp Adviji, with Waters. S&m&nyam, similarity, Com¬ 

monness. 

6. The Fluidity of clarified butter, lac, and wax, 
through conjunction with Light, is similar to that of 
Water.—54. 


Upaskara ,—If it be argued that it is not correct to say that Fluidity is the character¬ 
istic of Water, because Fluidity is observed even in Barth ; so he replies : 

The Fluidity which belongs to clarified butter, etc., results from 
conjunction of Fire which is its occasion, and is not constitutional; where¬ 
as constitutional Fluidity is the characteristic of Water. Therefore the 
similarity of Earth to Water is in respect of mere Fluidity, and not in 
respect of constitutional Fluidity also. Hence the characteristic or the 
definition is not too wide. This is the meauing.—6. 

Above continued. 

I vs II 

['rapu-sisa-lolia-rajata-suvarnan&m, of tin, lead, iron, 
silver, and gold. sjfjTCRRrw Agnisainyogat, through Conjunction of Fire. 

Dravatvam, Fluidity. Advih, with Waters, Satnanyam, 

similarity. 
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Tiie Fluidity of tin, lead, iron, silver, and gold, 


through conjunction with Fire, constitutes their similarity 
to Water.—55. 


Upaskara .—But still because that condition, !, e., Fluidity, appears in tin, lead, iron, 
and other modifications of Fire, thorefore that condition itself is an instance that the de¬ 
finition is too wide. To this objection he replies,: 

This is an indication; bell-metal, copper, brass, etc., are also im¬ 
plied. The characteristic which is common to those which have been 
mentioned and those which are implied, is that they are the foundation 
of the Fluidity which is produced but is not destroyed by the closest 
Conjunction of Fire. Thus the Fluidity of gold, etc., also is only occa¬ 
sional, the occasion which is the Conjunction of Fire, being proved by 
the method of agreement and difference. Moreover there is this distinc¬ 
tion ; in the last aphorism the word ‘ agni ’ denotes Light— tejas —possess¬ 
ing an excess or abundance of heat, but'here it denotes fire. 

If it be objected, “ Gold, etc., also must be either modifications of 
Earth or different Substances ; because yellowness, weight, etc., establish 
terreneness, and because the non-annihilation of Fluidity which constitutes 
their difference from Earth, is perceived in them, and because this is cap¬ 
able of establishing difference of Substance.” We reply that gold is a 
modification of Fire, and its fieriness is proved in the negative way, 
namely, “ That which is not thus, is not thus, as Earth,” by the character¬ 
istic of its being the foundation of Fluidity which is not annihilated even 
at the closest Conjunction of Fire. 

Again, there is no contradiction in the ultimate atoms of Water, 
because Fluidity should be qualified as being non-eternal. Nor is there 
incommensurability as the mark does not appear in the lamp and other 
objects of the ascertained class, because the fact which is to be proved is 
that gold is not a modification of Earth. Nor is there any obstacle to the 
receptacle of weight becoming the minor term here; the foundation or 
substratum will not be proved if something else were the minor term, as 
the minor term must be the foundation of Fluidity. Nor is it hard to 
ascribe ultra-finality or absoluteness, because it is desired to be said that 
it is the foundation of temporary Fluidity which is not annihilated even 
at the closest Conjunction of Fire for three hours. If it be objected that 
the annihilation of Fluidity must be concluded from the destruction of 
the foundation and the perception of more and less, we reply that it is 
not so, because the mark of inference is the possession of the Fluidity 
containing the Genus of Fluidity which does not appear in the counter¬ 
opposite of the annihilation produced by that Conjunction of Fire which 





KAXADA SUTRA II. 1-8. 


is not combined with the totality of non-existent Fluidity. Or the founda¬ 
tion of yellowness and weight, conjoined as it is with Fluid Substance 
which excludes all Colour different from yellow Colour, does not therefore 
become the foundation of any Colour different from yellow Colour even at 
the Conjunction of Fire for three hours, like a piece of yellow cloth placed 
inside Water which is conjoined with Fire. If it be objected, “ The Colour 
of gold will then be visible in darkness as there will be nothing to cloud 
or overpower its Colour, because overpowering means the non-apprehension 
caused by the apprehension of a more powerful like object/’ we reply 
that overpowering denotes the mere relation with a like object which is 
more powerful by the power of the effect produced by it. So it has been 
said, “ Other Colour does not at all shine under the influence of the asso¬ 
ciation of the earth.” This is our view.—7. 


Use of Inference . 

II * i % i q II 

Visanf, possessing horns. KakudvAn, possessing a hump. 

RFifansP*: PrAnte-vAladhi^, with a tail hairy at the extremity. 

SAsnAvAn, possessing a dewlap. Iti, such, Gotve, in cow-ness, 

of being a cow. Dristam, observed, admitted. Lihgain, mark. 

8. That it has horns, a hump, a tail hairy at the 
extremity, and a dewlap—such is the admitted mark of being 
a cow.—56. 

Upuskara.—Having thus finished the section on the characteristic of the four Sub¬ 
stances which possess Touch, the author, seeing that the characteristic of Air is not 
proved by its foundation or with a view to avoid this, at the outset introduces the method 
of proof by inference, and then first of all establishes the probative force or value of 
inference itself, according to experience, and thereby begins the section of demonstration 
of Air: 

The import is that as horns, etc., are the marks, the pervasion, or 
universal or invariable relation of which is well-known or recognised, 
towards the proof of cow-ness, so also the commonly-observed marks of 
the five super-sensuous Substances, Air, etc., assume the form of px-oof. 
Here although the mere possession of horns is not the mark of cow-ness 
since it is also found in the buffalo, etc.; nor is the possession of the 
dew-lap, etc., the distinction or differentia since in that case the name 
will become senseless ; still with them who can discern in the horn of the 
cow difference in characteristic in comparison with the horps of the 
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uffalo, the sheep, etc., all those distinctions truly assume the nature of 
marks. And all those distinctions such as straightness, crookedness, 
hardness, softness, shortness, length, etc., which are capable of being 
known by observers of superior skill, do really exist in horns also. 
Thus in respect of the body of a cow at a distance standing by itself, the 
inference is altogether unobstructed that it is a cow because, like the 
body of a cow which has been previously perceived, it possesses peculiar 
horns. Similarly, the possession of a hump also is a mark of being 
a cow. The possession of a tail hairy at the extremity is also a 
truly independent mark of being a cow. ‘ PrAntevaladhih ’ means 
that in which hair are placed at the extremity, that is, a particular 
tail. From the use of the aluk compound (i. e., that form of compound 
words in which the inflection of the first word is not elided), the tail of 
the cow only is denoted by the word ‘ AnteAmladhih.’ For the character¬ 
istic of the tail hairy at the extremity, which is found in the tails of 
cows, does not belong to the tails of the horse, sheep, etc., as these tails 
are covered with hair all over. In the tail of the buffalo, etc., there is 
not scr much prolongation. From this difference in characteristic, the 
possession of a tail hairy at the extremity is also a mark of being a 
cow. The dropping of the inflection conveying the sense of possession 
(i. e., the use of the word tail only instead of tail-bearing) shows that only 
the body of the cow has been in view. Thus (the inference) “ ft is a 
cow” because, like the body of the cow which has been previously perceived, 
it possesses a tail which is hairy at the extremity. The possession of a 
dew-lap, again, is simply a well-known mark of being a cow.—8. 


Touch infers Air. 

*uub ii =m ? i s. ii 


Spar&ih, Touch. % Cha, and V&yoh, of air. 

9. And Touch (is a mark) of Air.—57. 

Upaslcara .—Having thus pointed out, according to observation, the probative value 
of inference by which all human affairs are carried on, he, intending to begin the section 
of proof of Air, says : 

‘ Liftgam,’ mark, is the complement of the aphorism. By the word 
‘cha’ Sound, upholding, and quivering are brought forward. 

It cannot be said, “ The Touch which is being perceived must be 
of Earth itself of which the Colour is not yet developed,” because the 
developed Touch of Earth cannot be separated from developed Colour. 
Hence the Touch which is perceived, being Touch, must reside somewhere, 
like the Touch of Earth, etc. Some foundation of Touch being thus proved 
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by analogy, (S&mrnyato dristam), the foundation of Touch 
is not identical with the triad of Earth, etc , because it doe3 not possess 
Colour, nor is ifidentical with the pentad of Sky, etc., as it possesses Touch. 
Therefore by the inference together with the exclusion of others a Sub¬ 
stance over and above the eight Substances is proved. In like manner 
a particular Sound also is a mark of Air. Thus in the absence of the 
impact of Substauces possessing Colour, the series of Sounds (arising in 
leaves, etc.) which is heard amongst leaves, etc., must be occasioned by 
the impact of substances possessing Touch and Impetus, like the series 
of sounds produced in a drum by the percussion of the drumstick, because 
it is a series of sounds which is in relation to a substance the parts of 
which are indivisible. The absence of the impact of Substances possessing 
Colour, is, again, known by the non-perception of what might be expected 
or the cerrelative. And from exhaustion, that Substance possessing Touch 
and Impetus is verily an addition to the group of the eight substances. 
Similarly, a particular upholding also is a mark of Air. Thus the steadi¬ 
ness or flotation of grass, cotton, cloud, and air-ship in the sky, is due 
to the conjunction of some substance possessing Touch and Impetus, 
since it is the flotation of substances which are not presided over by a 
conscious being, like the flotation of grass, wood, boat, etc., on a stream ; 
whereas in the flotation of poison, etc., caused by thought directed towards 
it, human and other influence is without doubt present. So also in the 
upholding of the bird, the branch of a tree, etc. Nor is the distinctive 
mark not proved on account of its being influenced by God, because by 
the word ‘ conscious ’ all else except God is meant. Similarly, quivering 
too is a mark of the existence of Air. Thus this Action in grass, etc., 
without the impact of Substances possessing Colour, is due to the impact 
of some Substance possessing Touch and Impetus, because it is an Action 
which is not produced by Weight and Conjunction of Soul exercising 
Volition, like the Action of a cane-bush when struck by the waves of a 
river. The word ‘ weight ’ implies Conjunction of Soul attended with 
adristam ^invisible after-effects of past acts), Fluidity and Impression ; 
hence the being an action not produced by them is the mark. 

It cannot be said, “ Air is only an object of sense-perception and 
that therefore there is no need of the investigation of its marksfor, 
Air is not perceptible; only its supersensuousness is proved by the 
inference : “ Being a colourless external Substance, it is like Sky.” It 
cannot be replied “ Its perceptibility is inferred in this way that-being 
the seat of Touch Air is perceptible like the water-pot;” for the possession 
of- developed Colour is here the condition, up&dhi. If it be objected, 



by inference, 
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“ In the case of Colour, etc., as well as Soul, it is not pervasive of the 
major term, since it pervades the major term when the latter is determined 
by the being the external substance which is the minor term containing 
the middle term, or is determined by the middle term which is the means 
of inference. Nor does it govern a body’s being an object of visual per¬ 
ception, because it is there that its presence and absence are observed as 
a rule. On the other hand, a body’s being an object of tactual perception 
is governed by the mere possession of an adequate Touch.” We reply 
that both the presence and absence of Colour govern here ; for perceptibi¬ 
lity only by means of Touch proved by both positive and negative marks, 
has not been observed without the perception of Colour. Moreover, if 
Air were an object of sense-perception, then it would govern also the 
apprehension of general Attributes, e. g., Number, etc. If it be objected, 
“ Perceptibility does belong to Number in blowing by the mouth, etc., 
to Measure or Extension, e. g., cubit, span, etc., and to Separateness as 
well as to Priority and Posteriority of two Airs existing on both sides. 
On the other hand, it is not the rule according to you also that they are 
perceptible by means of there being individual masses of Air, because 
they are not observed in the cloth, etc., lying on the back.” We reply, 
that it is the rule that they are perceived by means of there being in¬ 
dividual masses of Air. Number, etc., are obtained in the cloth, etc., 
fixed upon the back, if they lie straight; if they are not obtained, it is 
because of the defect that the latter do not lie straight. “ Developed 
Colour and Touch govern the perceptibility of external substances, only 
when they operate jointly. Light, the yellow substance within the eye, 
and the radiation or heat of the moon are not perceptible because their 
Touch is undeveloped. Hotness as in summer, heat and Watery Substances 
the parts of which have been dispersed (steam) are not perceptible, be¬ 
cause Colour is undeveloped there.” This is the view of the commentator 
of Nyaya-Vartikas. “ But light, etc., are really perceptible although Touch 
is undeveloped. Therefore the Conjunction and Disjunction of the bird 
and the branch of the tree are really perceptible in the sky under moon¬ 
light.” So say those who know the traditions of the system. Nor can 
it be said that the possession of developed Touch (universally) excites to 
the perceptibility of universally external Substances, for then the light of 
the emerald would be non-perceptible. Nor is only the possession of 
the developed distinctive Attribute the governing condition, for then Sky 
too would become perceptible. Nor again is the possession of the deve¬ 
loped distinctive Attribute co-existent with the ensuant or resulting 
magnitude, such condition, for the bilious substance existing at the tip 
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tongue is imperceptible in spite of the development or manifestation 
of bitterness. Therefore only the possession of developed or manifested 
Colour governs the perceptibility of all Substances except Soul. And 
this is not present in Air. Hence Air is not an object of sense-percep¬ 
tion.—9. 


Touch which infers Air , cannot be explained by visible objects . 

^ ^ fsicsfaifT *rrg: n * i ? i *<> n 

iff Na, not. ^ Cha, and. Dristanam, of the obrerved or visible or 

seen, SparsSali, touch. ffa III, hence. A-drista-lihgafi, not-con- 

taining-the-mark-of-the-visible. qrrg: V&vuh, air. 

10. And it is not the Touch of the visible (Substan¬ 
ces); hence the mark (of the- inference) of Air is not the 
mark of the visible (Substances).—58. 

Upaskara.— It may bo objected, “Here there is no mark which can be known by sense- 
perception. For here the pervasion or universal relation is not obtained by sense per¬ 
ception like that of fire and smoke. Moreover this will be also the Touch of one or other 
only of Earth, etc.” Therefore he says : 

The Touch which is made the subject of enquiry does not belong to 
visible Substances, viz., Earth, Water, and Fire, because it is not accom¬ 
panied by Colour. Therefore the inference is that this Touch resides 
somewhere. Hence in virtue of the middle-term, i. e., the mark of inference, 
being contained somewhere, we get Air although the mark is not the mark 
of the visible Substances, i. e„ although the mark is observed in analogous 
Substances. This is the meaning. Although only the quartet of observed 
Touch, etc., are the mark, yet because their relation with Air is not 
apprehended, theiefore it is said that the mark of Air is not the mark of 
the visible Substances. For it is not possible to prove Air after first 
proposing that this which possesses this or that property is Air. Therefore 
the import is that the proof of Air is by inference from analogy together 
with the exclusion of (possible) others (i.e., by hypothesis).—10. 

A ir is a Substance. 

II ^ I $ I || 

A-dravya-vattvena, by not containing Substance (as its support). 

Dravyam, Substance. 

11. Air is a Substance, because it does not contain or 
reside in Substance.—59. 

UpasMra.— Having proved Air as a whole made up of parts, which is the foundation 
of Touch capable of being perceived, he says, with a view to prove Air characterised as 
ultimate atoms: 

9 
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‘ Dravyavat* means that which has Substance as its support. ‘ Adra- 
vvavat/ i. e not ‘ dravyavat,’ means not resident in or supported by 
Substance. Thus like Sky, Air characterised as ultimate atom is a Subs¬ 
tance, because the other Predicables reside in substances, because it has 
been stated that the being resident, i. e., dependence, applies elsewhere 
than in eternal Substances, and because the origination of a large whole 
made up of parts is capable of being demonstrated by the evolution of 
dyads, etc., from the formation of a dyad by two ultimate atoms, and so 
on.—11. 


Air is a Substance. — continued. 

BhqwTq t q . 11 i % i ii 

fifi2(r3T3f«r Ki i) a-vaitv&t, because of possession of Action. Gun a- 

vattvai, because of possession of Attribute, Clia, and. 

12. Air is a Substance, also because it possesses Action 
and Attribute.—60. 

17 paskara .—Bringing forward two (more) marks or grounds of establishing the Subs¬ 
tance-ness of the ultimate atoms of Air, he says : 

‘ r ]'h e ultimate atom of Air is a Substance ’—this is the complement 
of t | ie aphorism. Although there is this mutual dependence or correlation 
that Sul.stance-ness being proved, the possession of Action and the posses¬ 
sion of Attribute are also proved and in their proof the proof of Substance- 
ness lies, yet the possession of Action is proved by this that the ultimate 
atom which is the constituent element of the composite whole which is the 
foundation of the Touch which is being perceived, cannot be established 
otherwise than by the Conjunction of the non-combinative cause; and 
the possession of Attribute is proved by the rule that the Touch, Colour, 
etc of the composite whole are preceded by like Attributes in its cause ; 
and by these two Substance-ness also is proved ; so that here there is no 
fault namely repetition or vicious circle. Of these the possession of Action 
extends to a portion of the objects of the same ascertained class, while 
the possession of Attribute pervades all the objects of the same ascertained 
class The word 4 cha ’ brings forward the characteristic of being the 
combinative cause, which proves Substance-ness. 

If it be objected, “ There is no proof (of the existence' of the ultimate 
atoms themselves. Then the Substance-ness of which is being proved ?,” 
we reply that by the maxim of the division, etc., of the action of dense 
effects a body which is being divided and sub-divided becoming smaller, 
smallest etc., that than which no smaller unit can be obtained, the same 
is the ultimate atom. If the relation of part and whole were unlimited, 
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then it would folllow that the mountain Sumeru and a mustard seed, etc., 
will have the same Measure or Mass, because in that case they would 
resemble one another in possessing infinite parts, and because without 
the distinction of the number of causes (i.e., constituent elements), measure 
and magnitude, mass and volume, do not rule the difference of Measure. 
It cannot be said that this relation of part and whole continues only up to 


the limit of destruction ; for, that which remains at the end having no 
parts, its destruction is not possible ; and il it contains parts, then non¬ 


finality will bo the result, and its defect has been already pointed out. 
If it is said, “Truti u e., a minute part is the limit, because it is visible 
and there is no reason for the supposition of sorn thing invisible,” we 
rejoin that as it is a visible Substance it must possess extension or large¬ 
ness and many Substances. 


Hence as in the case of Earth, etc., so also in the case of Air, the 
part of the part of a combination of three atoms, is really the ultimate 
atom. Thus the ultimate atom of Air is proved. — 12. 


Air is eternal. 

IM l \ l \\ II 

\diavyatvena, by not residing in or combining with other Sun- 
stances. Nityatvam, eternabtv. ^Tf^Uktam, said 

13. The eternality (of Air) is evident from its not 
combining with other Substances.—61. 

J) 

Upaskdra. -It may be said that because Air possesses Action and Attribute, therefore, 
like the water-pot, etc., it should be inferred to be non-eternal. Hence be says : 

Of Air characterised as ultimate atom ” this is the complement of 
the aphorism A Substance is destroyed by the destruction of the one or 
the other of its combinative and non-combinative causes. But the ulti¬ 
mate atom containing no parts, both of these causes do not. belong to it. 
Therefore there being nothing to destroy it, it is not liable to destruction. 
Where the possession of Action and Attribute is the cause of non-eter- 
nality, there the possession of parts is the condition, upadhi, and this 
condition pervades the major term which is determined by the Substance- 
ness of the minor term ; whereas the condition which is pervasive of the 
major terra as such, is the characteristic of being the counter-opposite of 
prior non-existence.—13. 


Viirfiti. Some read the first word of the aphorism as ‘adravyadravy- 
atvena ’ (instead of ‘ adravyatvena (meaning “ by its being a Substance 
winch does not contain any other Substance).” 








VAISESIKA PHILOSOPHY. 




Air is manifold . 

h i hm^-h . im i n« ii 


*rrar: Vavoh, of Air. V&yusammtirchchhanam, concurrence or 

collision with Air. ^RpcifSr^ N&natva-lingam, mark of diversity or plurality. 

14. The collision of Air with Air is the mark of its 
plurality.—62. 

Upaskdva .—In order to prove, in a different manner also, the plurality of Air which has 
been already proved in the proof of its origination by the course of dyads, etc., he says : 

‘ Vftyusammurchchanam’ means the collision, i. e ., a mode of conjunc¬ 
tion, of two or‘more Airs. It is the co-incidence, the falling in together, 
of two Airs of equal Impetus, flowing in opposite directions and producing 
contrary Actions. And it is inferred from the flying upwards of grass, 
cotton, etc., because the flowing upwards and also the falling in together 
of two Airs, are beyond the reach of the senses, whereas the perceptible 
Action characterised as flying upwards of grass, etc., which are perceptible, 
is inferred to he produced either by the impact or the vibration (i. e ., the 
molar or the molecular movement) of Substances possessing Touch and 
Impetus. Thus the flowing upwards of Air the nature of which is to flow 
obliquely, not being capable of proof or possible without mutual collision, 
proves the mutual collision, the same being observed in the case of the 
water and the wave of the river. Their going upwards also is to be 
inferred by the going upwards of grass, etc. For the going upwards of 
grass, etc., is not possible without either the collision or the internal 
vibration of Substances possessing Touch and Impetus.—14. 


No visible mark of Air . 

3ip^+msi«mwi=ii3 zk rat * iu n m u 

V&yu-sannikarse, in contact or association with Air. 
Pratyaks&bhavat, from the absence of perception. Dristam, visible, foijf 
Lifigam, mai k. ^ Na, not. Vidyate, exists. 

15. There being no perception of the association (i. e., 
universal relation) with Air, there is no visible mark (of the 
existence of Air).—63. 

Upaskdva .—It has been stated that the mark of Air is not like the mark of the visible 
Substances. But how is it so ? Hence he says : 

There the mark is said to he visible where the universal relation 
is grasped by perception, as smoke is of fire. But in the case of associa¬ 
tion with Air, there is no perception of the appearance of the mark in 
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accornpanirnent with Air, For Air itself not being an object of sense- 
perception, nobody can have the perception, “ Things which give Touch, 
quivering, etc., are Air.” Therefore the meaning is that no such mark 
exists the pervasion of which can be grasped by perception. - 


-15. 


Air is inferred not as such hut as a Substance in general. 

aniRin esraifMbi: n * i ? i 11 

S&m&nvato-dristat, from the method of inference known as 
general inference or inference by analogy. ^ Cha, and. Avisesah, 

not in particular. General 

16. And, by inference by analogy. Air is not proved 
as a particular substance, but as Substance only.—64. 

Upaskara.— How then can there be any inference at all of Air ? Hence to strengthen 
what has been already stated, he says : 

Inference is three-fold : from cause to effect, from effect to cause, and 
from the commonly observed to the unobserved, or from analogy. Thus 
this Touch which is being felt, must reside somewhere, because it is a 
Touch or because it is an Attribute. From this analogy or common 
observation or experience, accompanied by the exclusion of other possibi¬ 
lities, its residence in a Substance in addition to the eight Substances, is 
proved. This is the meaning. 

It cannot be said that the inference from effect to cause is then 
gone. For, after the exclusion of other possibilities, where analogy 
prevails, there proceeding upon the proved qualification of the minor term 
that it does not reside in the eight Substances, the proposition that this 
Touch which does not reside in the eight Substances must reside some¬ 
where, does not result except on the assumption of its being resident in a 
Substance in addition to the eight Substances. Therefore the proposed 
object being not explained otherwise, it is proved by inference from cause 
to effect alone. But where analogy arises from the appearance of exclusion 
at the very beginning, there the proposed object results at last and the 
mode of inference is found to be inference from effect to cause. It is not 
sound to hold that inference from effect to cause only shows the manner, 
for in the case of being accompanied by the exclusion of other possibilities, 
inference from cause to effect itself comes to show the manner. The rule 
also that inference merely shows the manner which determines the 
pervasiveness, is not valid, for the appearance of a different manner is 
possible from the association of particular materials.—16. 
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The name A ir is derived from Scripture. 

rTCW?T»lfil+*t v II * i % i ?vs II 

<TOTf^ Tasm^t, therefore. ‘STTiTftgR Agamikam, proved by revelation, t\ e. f 
the Veda. 

17. Therefore the name, Air, is proved by the 
Veda.—65. 

Upaskanu —But if it is intended to be said that according to “ not as a particular 
Substance’ r in the last aphorism, there is no inference in the form, “ This is Air,” but that 
Air is inferred by way of the mark being resident in a Substance in addition to the eight 
Substances, then, what is the evidence of that Substance being called by the name of Air ? 
So he says: 

Because there is no inference in the particular form, therefore the 
name Air is proved by agama, i. e., the Veda. This is the meaning. “ Air 
is the moving deity,” “ One should offer a white goat to Air,” “ And 
this Air is all colour, the carrier of all smells, and pure,”—from these and 
other recommendations which have acquired the force of regulations, 
the name, Air, is obtained. As the name, heaven, is obtained from 
the recommendation “That which is not pierced with pain nor is 
clouded afterwards; ” the name, barley, from the recommendation, 
“The leaves of all crop-plants fall off in spring. But the barley 
plants possessing ears of corn thrive in it as if with joy ;” the name, 
cane “from the recommendation’ “cane is born in water and the name, 
bear “ from the recommendation” “ cows run after the bear.” Otherwise in 
the case of such instructions as “ He who desires heaven should perform 
sacrifice,” etc., in the non-appearance of the particular happiness for the 
time being, men desiring heaven will not be inclined towards the perform¬ 
ance of sacrifice, etc. Nor will there be any arrest of activity according 
to the usage of the Mlechchas, i.e. the impure, in respect of “ His becomes a 
mess of barley,” “ He kindles the creative fire on a cane mat,” “ Shoe of 
bear-skin,” etc., for the ¥lechchhas apply the words bailey, bear, and 
cane, to yellow paddy, crow, and black-berry (or jackal/ respectively. 
Thus there will be room for doubt without those recommendations. 
Therefore their respective meanings are known from the Veda only. 
This is the import. Only the name is proved by the Veda ; the proof of 
the Substance, however, is really by analogy.—17. 

Existence of God. 

erenfifarenTr ftrfy ii * i i i n 

Sanijna-karmma, name and tfbct. g Tu, on the other hand. But. 

Asmad-vi&stan&m, beings distinguished from, other than, or su 
perior to ourselves, Lingam, mark. 
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18. But name and effect are the mark (of the ex¬ 
istence) of beings distinguished from ourselves.—66. 

Upashara,— Having thus finished the section on Air, he establishes that the Veda is 
the revelation by the All-knower, in order to answer the objection, “ Is then the name, 
Air, also like the names, dittha and dabictha (i. e., the gibberish or abracadabra), uttered 
by a tnad man and with a view to open the section on Is vara or God, says : 

The word ‘ tu ’ has the sense of differentiating from such other 
marks as Touch, etc. ‘ Sathjhi' ’ i. e,, name, * karmma ’ i. e., effect , e. g., 
Earth, etc. —both of them are the mark of the existence also of beings dis¬ 
tinguished from ourselves, namely, Isfvara and great sages.— 18. 

Existence of God — continued. 

ugrerefcr: n r i ? i n 

Pratyaksa-pravrittvdt, because they follow from perception. 

Samjna-kannmanah, uf name and effect. 

19. Because name and effect follow from perception.— 
67. 

Upaskarci .—Ho explains how it is so : 

Here also the singular form or the resolution into one, of * name ' 
and ‘ effect,’ from the copulative compound meaning collection, is 
intended to indicate the identity of the author of the name and the 
autlioi of the universe. Thus he only is competent to give th’e names 
‘heaven,’ 'apurva' (i.e., that which was not before, that is to say, adri$tam), 
etc., with whom ‘ heaven ’, ‘ apurva ’, etc., are objects of sense-perception, 
as in the giving the names, ‘ Chaitra,’ * Maitra,’ etc., to the bodies of 
Chaitra, Maitra, etc.,' which are perceptible, by their father and others. 
Similarly, the application of the names, ‘ pot,’ ‘ cloth,’ etc., is only under 
the direction of Idvara. The word which has been directed or indicated 
by lrfvara in a particular place, the same is appropriate there ; e. g., ‘ all 
those herbs which have been touched by the edge of the mongoose’s tooth, 
counteract the venom of the snake.’ Such direction is the mark, i. e., the 
means of inference, of beings distinguished from ourselves. And the 
name, 4 Maitra ’, etc., which the father gives to the son, that also is gurely 
directed by Isfvara by such rules as “ The father should give a name (to 
the son) on the twelfth day. ” 

Thus it is proved that naming is a mark of the existence of Wvara. 

In like manner action, i. e., effect, also is a mark of the existence of 
Wvara, for, thus, Earth, etc., must have a creator because they are 
effects like a pot, etc. 

Here Earth, etc., do not mean a product producible by the body, 
nor a product producible by the volition of another product, nor a product 
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hich has become tlie subject-matter of dispute as to whether it has been 
produced by an agent or not, nor a product the production of which by an 
agent has been the subject of doubt, because Earth, etc., also are producible 
by the volition of another product by means of adri.sta(i e., invisible after¬ 
effects of voluntary acts , and because dispute and doubt, being too wide, 
do not determine the minor term. Moreover if by the expression th it 
they have a creator, it is meant that they are the products of an active 
principle, then the production in question may be explained by reference 
to ourselves, etc., for the causality of ourselves also is productive of Earth, 
etc., by means of adritfa (the invisible after-effects of past acts). It is the 
same also if the product be producible by an active principle operating 
upon given materials, for the acts of ourselves, etc., also are relative to 
some given material. Then if the being an effect, on the other hand, 
means the being the counter-opposite of prior non-existence (or potential 
existence 1 , then it will include annihilation also. But notwithstanding 
all this, earth must have a creator because it is an effect. Here the having 
a creator means the being the product of an active principle independently 
of adrisla, and the being an effect means the being the counter-opposite 
of existence determined by prior non-existence. In the case of sprouts, 
etc., there is no fault of doubtfulness or multifariousness, for these faults 
arise where there is doubt as to the existence or non-existence of the 
middle term when the non-existence of the major term has to be ascer¬ 
tained ; for otherwise all inference will have to be abandoned. Nor should 
it be said that this is the fault beyond the minor term, for it will entail 
the command of the king; for it is not the glory of a fault that it does 
not attack the minor term. Therefore at the stage of sprouting, the proof 
of ithe existence of) the major term (in the minor term) by the mark 
or middle term the universal relation of which is well ascertained, being 
unobstructed, where is the doubtfulness or multifariousness? And a 
fortiori at the stage of non-sprouting, these faults verily do not exist. 
Thus in brief.—19. 

MarJts of Ether, according to'Sdfikhya philosophy. 

u * i s i Ho 11 

HWTOT Niskramanam, egress, g^r Pravesanam, ingress, ffq Id, such. 

Akasasya, of Sky. Lingam, mark. 

20. Egress and Ingress—such is the mark (of the 
existence) of Ether.—68. 

Upciskcirct.— Having thus finished the section on Isvara, by the last two aphorisms, 
and desiring to begin the section on Ether, he says : 



WIMsV^X 



KAN ADA SUTRAS 17, 1-22, 


The;worcl ‘ iti ’ signifies manner and brings forward Actions, namely, 
Throwing upwards, etc., also. Egress and Ingress are the movement of 
Substances possessing Touch. That is the mark of the existence of Ether, 
which is not an effect. This is the view of the Safikhya philosophers--20. 


The above are no marks. 

*(QlS-il+si'XvHd spafur: ii * i ? i ^ n 

Tat, that, i. e., movement or egress and ingress. Alingam, no 

mark. i gcK g gq * 5 T q[ Eka, dravyatvdt, having but one Substance, gpfap Karnraiapab, 
of an action. 

21. That is no mark, as an Action has but one Subs¬ 
tance (as its combinative cause)—69. 

Upaskarci'— To discredit this view, he says : 

Actions such as egress, ingress, etc., do not at all infer Ether as their 
combinative cause, because Action * has but one Substance, ’ in other 
words, has only one corporal Substance as its combinative cause. Action 
also, it has been already stated, does not simultaneously appear in more 
than one place, nor does it appear in non-corporal Substances.—21. 


Above continued. 

W!IFII^#SWW II =1 I % I II 

K&ranantaranu klriptivaidharmydt, on account of 
difference from the characteristic or sign of another cause. *qr Cha, and. 

22. And also because they differ in property from the 
characteristic of another (i.e., the non-combinative) cause.— 
70. 


Upasknra —Lest it might be said that egress, ingress, etc., will infer Ether as their 
non-combinative cause, so he says : 

‘ Anuklripti ’ means characteristic or sign, by the etymology ‘ that by 
which a thing is made kncapn.’ The meaning is : on account of difference 
from that which is the characteristic of another cause, i. e., the non-combi¬ 
native cause. 

Substance does not surely at all become a non-combinative cause. 
Now non-combinative causality arises by proximity in the same object 
with the cause, or by proximity in the same object with the effect. 
The first is illustrated in the case of the colours of the yarns 
towards the colour of the cloth. And this non-combinative causality is 
called ‘ great,’ as it produces a larger effect. The second is as that of the 
conjunction of Soul and Mind towards knowledge, or cognition, etc. And 
10 
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tKis iion-combinative causality is called ‘ small/ as it produces a smalle: 
effect. But Ether is neither the combinative cause nor, again, the non-com 
binative cause of egress, ingress, and other Actions. Hence Action is noi 
a mark of the existence of Ether.—22. 

VivTiti .—He says that Action does not infer Ether even as its non- 
combinative cause. 


On the maxim that a verbal affix signifies an object, ( anuklpipti * 
(agreement) means ‘ anuklripta,’ i. e., that which is agreed to by the oppo¬ 
site disputants ; and such a different cause is the non-combinative cause, 
viz. } Attribute and Action. Therefore the meaning is that egress, etc., do 
not warrant the inference of Ether as their non-combinative cause, because 
difference from Attribute and Action (which are non-combinative causes), 
in the form of Substance-ness, exists in Ether. 

The above are no marks — continued. 

iu m i ^ II 

Samyogat, on account of Conjunction, Abhavah, non-pioduc- 

tion. 5P’TO]’: Kai mmanab- of Action. 

23. Action is not produced on account of Conjunc¬ 
tion.—71. 


UpasMra .—It may be said, “LetEther bo the occasional cause of Action, for tho 
movements of birds and arrows, etc., aro seen in Ether.” So he says : 

The non-production of Action is due to the obstruction of Impetus, 
Gravity, etc., which are the causes of Action,.by Conjunction with corporal 
substances, and is not due to the non-existence of Ether which is all-per¬ 
vasive. Therefore the meaning is that the presence of or agreement with 
Sky which should be really explained otherwise, does not prove that Ether 
is the occassional cause of Action.—23. 

Inference of Ether by Sound. 



w- ii * i \ i i 


Karana-guna-pOi vvakah, preceded by the Attributes of the 
cause. gflS&PT Karyya-gunab, Attribute of the effect. 55: Dristah, is seen or 
observed. 


24. The Attribute of the effect is seen to be preceded 
by the Attribute of the cause.—72. 

Upask&ra .—Having thus discredited theS&nkhya view, and going to prove Sound as 
the mark of Sky, he prepares the ground for inference by exhaustion, by saying: 

The particular Attributes such as colour, etc., which exist in the 
effect characterised as Earth, etc., are found to be preceded by like Attri¬ 
butes in their causes. Sound also is a particular or distinctive 
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irisbute, for in spite of its being a ‘class,’ it is, like colour, etc., appre¬ 
hended by only one of tlie external senses. T1iu 3 the meaning is that such 
effect is not observed in which sound preceded by a like Attribute in the 
cause thereof may appear.—24. 

Sound not an Attribute of tangible things. 

wterirngw: iu \\ \ w n 

KaryyAntardpradurbhavat, becauseot the non-appearance 
of another or a different effect. ^ Cha, and. SR?: l^abdah, sound. 
Spanjavatam, of things possessing Touch, tinjur, Agunah, not an attribute. 

25. Sound is not an Attribute of things possessing 
Touch, because of the non-appearance of (similar) other 
effects.—73. 


Upashfira. It might be said that Sound is observed in a lute, flute, tabour, conch- 
shell, drum, etc., which are effects and that consequently it is preceded by a like Attribute 
in their causes. So he says : 

It would have been so, if, as when Colour, Taste, etc., are observed 
in yarns, potsherd, etc., other Colour, Taste, etc., homogeneous with the 
former, are also observed in a cloth, pot, etc., so the congener of the 


sound which is observed in the constituent parts of a lute, flute, tabour, 
etc., were also observed in the wholes made up of those parts, i. e., lute, 
flute, tabour, etc. But this is not the case, for, in fact, it is seen that a lute, 
etc., are originated by constituent parts which are destitute of all Sound, 
wheieas it is not seen that a cloth, a pot, etc., have their origin in yarns, 
potsherds, etc., which are destitute of Colour. Moreover if Sound were a 
particular Attribute of tangible things, then the relation of high and 
higher and low and lower tones, etc.., would not be observed in it. For 
Colour, etc., which appear in a single composite whole are not observed to 
be varying in degree. Therefore Sound is not a distinctive Attribute of 
tangible things.—25. 


Nor of Soul, nor of Mind. 

Paratra, elsewhere, with other objects, Samavayflt, because 

of combination, Pratyaksatvflt, because it is an object of sense- 

perception ^ Cha, and ; also, Na, not. Atma-guna^, an Attribute 

of Soul. «r Na, not. Mano-gunah, an Attribute of Mind. 

26. Because it combines with other objects, and be¬ 
cause it is an object of sense-perception, therefore sound is 
neither an Attribute of Soul nor an Attribute of Mind._74. 

Upaskara.— But, it might be said, Sound will be either an Attribute of Soul or an Attri- 
bute of Mind. So he Bays : 
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If sound were an Attribute of Soul, then there would be such states 
of consciousness as “ I am filed (with Air),” “ I am sounded,” “ I give out 
Sound,” etc., as there are such states as “ I am bppay,” “ I try,” “ I 
know,” “I desire,” etc. But it is not the case ; on the contrary, the 
experience of all men is that a conch-shell is filled with. Air, a lute is 
played upon, etc. Moreover, Sound is not an Attribute of Soul, because, 
like colour, etc., it is apprehended by the external sense. Also if Sound 
were a particular Attribute proper to Soul, then it would be, like pain, 
etc., perceived by a deaf man also. Therefore it has been rightly said, 
“ Because it combines with other objects.” He states the reason of its not 
being an Attribute of Mind, by saying “ Because it is an object of sense- 
perception.” The fact that the words atman and nianas have not been com¬ 
pounded, as they could have been, in the form “ na dtmarnanasor gunah,” 
indicates that, by the logic or law of similars, the very same reason, “ Be¬ 
cause it is an object of sense-perception,” excludes the idea that Sound 
might be an Attribute of Space or of Time even.—26. 


Therefore of Ether. 


iu i \ \ w w 


Parirfesat, from exhaustion, fsijf Liiigam, mark. TOTO Akadas 

ya, of Ether. 


27. By the method of exhaustion (Sound) is the mark 
of Ether.—75. 


Upaak&ra .—He states why this method of exhaustion has been applied: 

* Sound ’ is the complement of the aphorism. Here too a Substance, 
over and above the eight Substances, is proved by analogous inference, in 
this way that, being an Attribute, Sound, like Colour, etc., must reside 
somewhere. And it is an Attribute, because, like Colour, etc., it belongs to 
a * class ’ capable of being apprehended by only one external sense. 
Being non-eternal, it resembles knowledge, etc., both of which are com¬ 
bined with ‘ Universal Substances.’ And its non-eternality will be shown 
later on. The Substance, proved by exhaustion, is eternal, as there is no 
reason for the supposition of constituent parts in it, and is also universal, 
because Sound is observed in all places.—27. 


Ether is a Substance , and is eternal. 



Dravyatva-nityatve, Substance-ness and eternality. «rT3«Tr 
Vayuna, by Air. wmw i fr Vyakhyate, explained. 
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28. Tlie Substance-ness and eternality of Ether have 
been explained by (the explanation of the Substance-ness 
and eternality of) Air.—76. 

Upaskdra .—To prove, by analogy or ovpr-exfcension, the Substance-ness and eternality 
of Sky of which the mark is Sound, he says : 

As Air is eternal because it does not possess any other Substance as 
its combinative cause, so also is Ether. As Air is a Substance because it 
possesses Attributes, so also is Ether. This is the meaning.—28. 

Ether is one . 

U ^ I ^ I II 

Tattvam, that-ness. One-ness. Unity. Bhavena, by existence. 

39. The unity (of Ether is explained) by (the explana¬ 
tion of the unity of) Existence.—77. 

Upaslcdra .—Is there then one Ether or are there many Ether ? To this he replies : 

The agreement of the words in the aphorism is with ‘ vyakhyatam ’ 
(or explained), i.e., the same word, as in the last aphorism, with the inflection 
changed. The meaning is that as ‘Bhavah,’ i.e., Existence, is one, so also 
Ether is only one and not many.—29. 

Above continued. 

13 ii r i * i a 

Sabdalihg&vi^esat, because there is no difference in Sound 
which is the mark mrqi5tJFrerwr?l Vi^esalingibhavat, because theAe exists no 
distinguishing mark. Cha, and. 

30. (Ether is one), because there is no difference in 
Sound which is its mark, and because there exists no other 
distinguishing mark.—78. 

Upaslcdra .—It may bo asked, “ The unity of Existence is proved by the virtue of 
assimilative experience. EIow will unity be proved in Ether, by comparison with that ? ” 
So he says: 

The sense is that the unity of Ether is proved. Ether being ubiquitous 
or universal, all Sounds are explained by their having that one and the 
same foundation or seat. Therefore to suppose a different basis will be 
shewing an exuberance of imagination. Besides the very same Sound 
must be the mark of the different Ether which is to be supposed, and that, 
i. e., Sound, is undifferentiated; nor is there any other mark which can 
prove the differentia or the difference or division. It will be stated after¬ 
wards that although the mark, e. g., knowledge, etc., of Souls is really 
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non-differentia ted, still the plurality of Souls is proved by other marks, 
according to ‘ difference of conditions * or circumstances.—30. 

Vivriti .—Plurality of Souls is proved by the differences of the 
products of the Soul, viz., pleasure and pain, seeing that at one and the 
same time an effect in the form of pleasure is produced in one Soul, while 
in another Soul an effect in the form of pain is produced. But in the case 
of Ether there is no differeneiation of Sound which is its mark, whereby a 
multiplicity of Ether might be established. Nor is there any other mark 
which can establish a plurality of Ether. So that on account of the absence 
of proof, and on account of simplicity, Ether is one and not many. 

Individuality of Ether . 

n * i % \ \\ w 

Tad-anu-bidh&nat, because it follows or accompanies that, /. e . 
unity. Eka-prithaktvam, separateness of one or individuality, 

Cha, and. Iti, finished. 

31. And individuality also belongs to Ether, since in¬ 
dividuality follows unity.—79. 

Upaskara .—It may be said, “ Let unity by all means belong to Ether. Let it also have 
extreme largeness, as it is universal. Let Conjunction and Disjunction also belong to it 
as it is the non-combinative cause of Sound. But how can individuality belong to it ? " So 
he says : 


Individuality is proved by this that individuality regularly goes 
together with unity. ‘ Iti ’ indicates the end of the chapter. 

The subject-matter of the chapter is the definition or statement 
of the characteristics of Substances possessing particular Attributes and 
which are not the objects of mental perception or perception by the inter¬ 
nal organ. Hence the characteristics of Earth, Water, Fire, Air, and Ether, 
and, in passing, of the divine Soul also, are stated in this chapter. 
Thus Earth possesses fourteen Attributes, and these Attributes are Colour, 
Taste, Smell, Touch, Number, Measure, Separateness, Conjunction, Dis¬ 
junction, Priority, Posteriority, Gravity, Fluidity, and Impression. Exactly 
the same number of Attributes, with the exception of Smell and addition 
of Viscidity, belong to Water. These same Attributes, with the exception 
of Taste, Smell, Viscidity, and Gravity, belong to Fire, and with the 
exception of Smell, Taste, Colour, Gravity, Viscidity, and Fluidity, belong 
to Air. With the addition of Sound, the five Attributes beginning with 
Number, belong to Ether. Only the Give Attributes beginning with Number 
belong to Space and Time. The five Attributes beginning with Number, 
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'ogether with Priority, Posteriority, and Impetus, belong to Mind 


Sl 


Desire, 


The 

and 


five Attributes beginning with Number, and Cognition, 

Volition belong to Idvara.—31. 

Here ends the first chapter of the second book in the Comment¬ 
ary given by Saftkara to the Vaisle^ika aphorisms of Kanada of great 
powers. 


Vivriti. The subject-matter of this chapter is the definition of 
Substances possessing particular Attributes which do not appear in that 
which possesses ‘ bh&vanV i. e., impression or meditative understanding. 
Such Substances are the five elements and God. 


Book Second—Chapter Second. 

Smell may be essential m or accidental. 

n ^ i ^ i ? n 

Puspa-vastrayoh, of a flower and a cloth. ^ Sati, existing. 

Sannikarse, contact. iprn^rcrsrrsvrrf: GunantaiApradurbhavali, non- 
appearance from another Attribute. ^3 Vastre, in the cloth. 
Gandhabltava-lingam, mark of the non-existence of Smell. 

1. The non-production (of the smell which is perceived 
in the cloth), after or during its contact with a flower, from 
the Attribute (of the constitutive cause of the cloth), is the 
mark of the non-existence of smell in the cloth.—80. 

Upaskcira . Now the author desires to examine the characteristics, such as Smell, etc. 
of the “ elements " (bhilta). Therefore, by way of establishing that Smell, etc., may be 
essential or natural as well as accidental or conditional, he says : 

Where Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch are produced from the 
corresponding Attributes in the cause, there they become essential and 
so acquire the nature of being characteristic marks, and not otherwise. 
For, the fragrance which is perceived in the breeze, or the cold which is 
perceived in a tablet of stone, or the warmth which is perceived in water 
does not become a characteristic. Therefore he says. ‘ Of a flower and 
a cloth.’ For the fragrance of the golden ketaki (Pandanus Odoratissimus), 
which is perceived in the cloth when the cloth has been brought into 
contact with the golden ketaki flower, does not belong to the cloth, 
because it is not produced according to the (corresponding) Attribute 
of the cause ( i. e., yarns). What, then ? It is accidental or conditional, 
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ecause due to the proximity of the golden ketaki; for the non-existence 
of Snjiell in the ketalti is not the mark of the non-existence of Smell in the 
cloth. What is the mark ? So it lias been said, “ Non-appearance from 
another Attribute,” i. e., non-production from the Attribute of the 
cause. For, if the Smell, which is perceived in the cloth, were essential 
to it, then it would be perceived in the cloth also before the constituent 
parts, i. e., the yarns of the cloth, are brought into contact with the 
ketaki ; but it is not so. This is the meaning. Thus the Smell in question 
is not inherent in the cloth, because, like cold and hot Touch, etc., it is a 
particular Attribute which is not produced by the Attribute of the 


constituent parts.—1. 

Vivriti .—It has been already stated that the possession of Smell, 
etc., are the marks of Earth, etc. But this would not be proper. For 
Smell being perceived of Air, etc., combined with fragrant parts, the 
mark becomes too wide. For this reason he shows that the perception 
of Smell, etc., in Air, etc., is accidental. 


Smell is essential in Earth. 


qfaotf TFT: II * I * I II 

Vyavasthitab, established. Prithivyam, in Earth, 

ipa^s Gandhab, Smell. 

2. Smell is established in Earth.—81. 

UpaaMra — Ho says that essential Smell is the mark of Barth : 

• Established in the Earth’-- i. e., determined by absence of connec¬ 
tion as well as connection wih other objects.* The meaning is that Smell 
is the mark, because it serves to differentiate Earth fiom objects of 
similar and dissimilar classes. For Earth has Smell only and only Earth 
has Smell. It is therefore established that Smell which differentiates 
Earth from the eight similars beginning with Water, and the five dis- 
similars beginning with Attribute, is essential to Earth. 2. 

Vivriti. —‘ Established,’ i. e. t ascertained or undoubted, as there is 

nothing to oppose it. 

Heat may he essential or accidental 



qqfa Etena, by 
Vyakhyata, explained. 


oSTTWrTT II R I ^ I \ H 

this. Usnata, Hotness. Warmth. sttnSJtTfTT 


„ “ Absence of connection as well as connection with other objects,” t. e.. Smell is 
always found in essential agreement with Earth and in essential difference from Non- 

Earth. 
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3. By this hotness is explained.—82; 

Upaak&ra .—Extending tho mode of establishing Smell as an essential Attribute, to 
Hotness also, which is the characteristic of Fire, he says : 

This extension or analogy should be understood also in the case 
of coldness, etc., which are the characteristics of Water, etc.—3. 

Heat is essential in Fire . 

CT5TCT II * i * i s n 

Tejasah, of Fire. ^'JTrTT. LJsnata, Hotness. 

4. Hotness (is the characteristic) of Fire.—83. 

Ujxtskdra .—He examines the characteristic of Fire : 

The meaning is that natural or essential Hotness is the characteristic 
of Fire. Colour, white and luminous, is also implied.—*4. 

Coldness is essential in Water . 

ii i * i v n 

Apsu, in Waters. Shtata, Coldness. 

5. Coldness (is the characteristic) of Water.—84. 

U/xisJcdm.—He examines the characteristic of Water: 

The meaning is that natural or essential coldness is the character¬ 
istic of water; so that it is not too wide by over-extending to a stone- 
tablet, sandal-wood, etc. Colour and Taste also are said to be the 
characteristics of Water in the same way as coldness which also implies 
Viscidity and constitutional Fluidity. 

It cannot be asked, “ Why is there this breach in the order of the 
characteristics according to tho enumeration of Earth, etc ?” Because 
it is intended to indicate that the Touch of Fire overcomes or overwhelms 
the Touch of Earth and the Touch of Water, and so the examination of 
Fire should of course come in between them. Or, the order has not been 
observed in order to introduce the examination of Air. Thus it should 
be inferred that Touch, which is neither hot nor cold, and is not due to the 
action of fire or heat, is essential to Air, and, as such, is its characteristic. 
This is the import.—5. 

Vivriti. —The order of enumeration has been abandoned with the 
object of indicating that the mark of Air, i. e., the possession of a 
heterogeneous Touch, should be investigated in the same way. The 
explanation, given by the learned writer of the Upaskara, namely that the 
violation of the order is intended to show that the Touch of Fire overcomes 
the Touches of Earth and Water, is not satisfactory. For it is known to 
il 










all that in gold as well as in moon-light, etc., the Touches of Earth and 
Water overcome the Touch of Fire. 
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Marks of Time. 




Aparasmin, in respect of that which is posterior. Aparam, 

posterior. jit**;? Yugapat, simultaneous. Chiram, slow. %jjr Ksipram, 

quick. Iti, such, K&larlingani, marks of Time. 

6. * Posterior ’ in respect of that which is posterior, 

‘ simultaneous’, ‘ slow,’ ‘ quick,’—Such (cognitions) are the 
marks of Time.—85. 

UpasMra .—Thus it has been stated that particular Attributes such as smell, etc., 
of tangible things, which arc preceded by like Attributes in their causes, are the 
characteristics of Earth, etc. Now ho begins the section oil the characteristics of 
Time, brought in by the order of enumeration, by saying: 

The word ‘iti’ which shows the mode of cognition, relates to each 
individual word ; so that the meaning is that the cognition ‘ it is pos¬ 
terior,’ the cognition ‘ it is simultaneous,’ the cognition ‘ it is slow or, 
late,’ the cognition ‘ it is quick or early,’—are the marks of Time. By 
‘ posterior in respect of that which is posterior,’ we are also to understand 
4 prior in respect of that which is prior.’ Therefore the sense is this : If 
we make a youth our point of view or starting point, then the cognition 
of Priority is produced in an old man, whoso birth has been distanced by 
a large number of the revolutions of the sun ; and this Priority depends 
upon some non-combinative cause. Now, Colour, etc., cannot be the 
non-combiuative cause, owing to their variable presence. The three, 
beginning with Smell, do not produce Priority in respect of Air. Touch 
also, rendered different by the difference of hot, etc., is in each case 
variable in its presence. Nor is a fixed Measure the non-combinative 
cause, for it does not originate a heterogeneous object. Therefore it 
remains at last that, the revolutions of the sun being connected with a 
different substratum, conjunction with a Substance determined by those 
* revolutions is really the required non-combinative cause. And that Subs¬ 
tance, being conjoint both with the lump of matter on earth {e.g., the body 
of a youth) as well as the sun, must be universal. If the characteristic of 
that Substance be supposed to be belonging to Ether, then it would follow 
that the beating of a drum at any place will produce Sound in all drums 
everywhere. Thus the Conj unction of Time alone, which is conjoint with 
the sun, with the lump of matter in question, is the non-combinative cause 
of Priority. It is Time which demonstrates the action of the sun, because, 
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for the purpose of the determination of a different Substance in the ease of 
the properties of a different Substance, the Soul is dependent upon an 
affinity in addition to its own propinquity, otherwise the redness of a 
kusumbha flower at Varanasi (Benares) would entail redness in a crystal at 
Patna also. But Time being supposed to be of that very nature, this (i.e., 
dependence upon another affinity) is no fault here. If it be asked, why 
Time also would not transmit colour, we reply, it is because Time has 
been established only as that which always demonstrates action. 

In the same way, the production of Posteriority should be ascer¬ 
tained in a youth, with an old man as the starting point. ‘Simultane¬ 
ous’ : ‘ They are born simultaneously,’ * They exist simultaneously,’ 

‘ They act simultaneously,’—in such cognitions, ‘simultaneously’ means at 
the same time, during the same movement of the sun, in other words, at 
the same time as determined by the movement of the sun. It is not 
unconnected movements of the sun, which undergo the qualifications, 
e.g., ‘ simultaneously born,’ etc. ; nor are these connected by their own 
nature. Therefore, these specific cognitions being incapable of a different 
proof, the Substance which establishes the specification, is Time.—6. 

Like Air, Time is a substance, and is eternal. 

sspq# u i s i vs u 

Dravyatva-nityatvc, substanceoess and eternality. Vayu- 

n&, by Air. Vyakhy&te, explained. 

7. The Siibtance-ness and eternality (of Time) are 
explained by (the explanation of the Substance-ness and 
eternality of) Air.—80. 

Upaakxra .— It may bo said, “ Let Time bo proved. But there is no proof that it 
is a Substance, nor that it is eternal.” So he says: 

The meaning is that, as the ultimate atom of Air is a Substance, 
because it possesses Attributes, and is eternal, because it is a Substance 
which does not contain any other Substance, so also is Time.—7. 

Like Existence, Time is one. 

u r I r i 5 n 

tptf Tattvam, unity, nrw* Bhavena, by‘.Existence. 

8. The unity (of Time is explained), by (the explana¬ 
tion of the unity of) Existence.—87. 


Upask&ra.—*' Even then,” it may be said, “ there may be a plurality of Timet,” So he 


says 
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l’he aphorism has grammatical connection with the word * vyakhyate’ 
in the last aphorism, reduced to the form ‘ vyakhvatam.’ The meaning 
is: Time, like Existence, is one, because, in spite of their multiplicity, 
the marks of Time, viz., the cognition ‘ it is slow or late,’ etc., are the 
same in all places, and because no distinguishing mark, like those of 
Souls, exists. 

It may be.objected, “Time is manifold according to the difference 
of moments, two-moments, hours, three-hours, days, days-and-nights, 
fortnights, months, seasons, half-years, years, etc. How then can it bo 
one?” We reply that it is not so, because the appearance of difference 
is due to upddhi or an external condition. For, it is found, that as the 
self-same crystal appears to be different, according to the reflection 
thrown upon it by the external condition or upddhi of a China rose, 
tdpinja (Xanthochymus Pictorius), etc., so also does the one and indivisible 
Time appear to be different according to the limit set by the liiove- 
ment of the Sun, etc., as well as according to the limit imposed by their 
respective effects. Thus moment (.ksana) is the external condition of 
Time, .which does not pervade or cover another external condition of 
Time, or it. is Time which is not the receptacle of the counter-opposite 
of the prior as .well as posterior non-existence of vvliat is placed or con¬ 
tained in it; and this should be understood from the production of 


something and the destruction of something at, every moment. It is 
proved by the Veda that a ‘lava,’ is an aggregate of two moments, and 
so on. 

“Yet,” it maybe objected,” “Time must, be at least three-fold, 
according to the difference of the past, the future, and the present; 
for it is heard, ‘The three times return,’ ‘The three Times are not 
accomplished or proved,’ etc.” We reply, it is not, for the use of three-fold 
Time is due to the limits of (the existence of) a thing, its prior non-exis¬ 
tence, and its total destruction. The Time which is determined or deli¬ 
mited by a thing, is its present; the Time which is delimited by the prior 
non-existence of a thing, is its future ; and the Time which is delimited by 
the total destruction of a thing, is its past. Thus the use of the three¬ 
foldness of Time depends upon the three-fold ness of the determinant or 
that which delimits.—8. 

Time, a cause of non-eternal Susbstances. 

strata fa irrisji 

fJfcSfg Nityesu, in eternal Substances. AbliSvAt, because it does 

not exist. Anityesu, in non-eternal Substances. UTWl Bh&vAt, 
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Because it exists. Karane, in the cause. ^P5TT*53r Kdl&khya, the name 

of Time. ^ Iti, hence. 

9. The name Time is applicable to a cause, inasmuch 
as it does not exist in eternal substances and exists in non- 
eternal substances.—88. 


Upaakdra .—Here he says that Time is the cause of all that is produced. 

The word ‘iti’ is used in the sense of ‘because.’ For this reason 
the name Time is applicable to ‘cause,’ i. e., the cause of all that is pro¬ 
duced. He states the reason : — “ Because it does not exist in eternals, 
and because it exists in non-eternals.” The meaning is this: Because 
in the case of the eternals such as Ether, etc., there do not arise the 
cognitions, “produced simultaneously,” “produced slowly or late,” 
“produced quickly or early,” “produced now,” “ produced during the 
day,” produced at night,” etc., whereas cognitions of simultaneity, etc., do 
arise in the case of the non-eternals such as the pot, cloth, etc. ; therefore, 
by the methods of agreement as well as difference, Time is proved to be 
a cause. It, is to be understood that Time is the occasional or efficient, 
cause of all that is produced, not only in virtue of the cognitions of 
simultaneity, etc., but also in virtue of the application of the terms, hiber¬ 
nal, vernal, pluvial, etc., to flowers, fruits, etc.—D. 

Vixrriti . — In fact, scriptural texts such as “ All is produced from 
Time ”, etc., are proof that Time is the cause of every thing that is an 
effect. 


Mark of Space. 


spr jfsfafa fawu. ii =t i * i u 

53 : I tali, front this. ffu. Idam, this. Iti, such, aw: Yatah, whence. 

Tat, that, Diiiyam, relating to Space. fstjpiLihgam, mark, 

10. That which gives rise to such (cognition and 
usage) as “ This (is rermote, etc.) from this,” — (the same is) 
the mark of Space. — 89. 

Upaskara .—Having finished the section on the mark of Time, and going to begin the 
section on the mark of Space, he says : 


4 Diifyam ’—that which belongs to Space, i . e. y is the mark of the in- 
ference of Space. The meaning is this : ‘ Space ’ is that substance ‘ from 
which,’ in respect of two simultaneously existing bodies which are 
also fixed in (direction) and place, ‘such’ cognition and usage arise 
that ‘ this,’ i. e., the ground or substratum of the conjunctions of a 
comparatively large number of conjoint things, is prior ‘ to/ (other than or 
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istinct from) this i.e., the substratum of the conjunctions of a compara¬ 
tively small "number of conjoint things, and also that ‘ this’, i. e., the subs¬ 
tratum of the comparative smallness in number of the conjunctions of the 
conjoint, is ‘ posterior ’ to ‘ this,’ i. e., the substratum of the comparative 
largeness in number of the conjunctions of the conjoint. For, without the 
existence of such a substance, there is no other means of establishing a 
comparatively large or small number of the conjunctions of the conjoint 
in the two bodies; nor, without such establishment, can there be any parti¬ 
cular or concrete understanding about them respectively ; nor, without ssucli 


understanding, can Priority and Posteriority arise ; nor, without their 
appearance, can there be concrete cognition and usage about them. 

It cannot be said, “ Let Time be the means also of establishing the 
conjunctions. What is the use of another Substance! ) For Time is 
proved only as the means of establishing constant or unchangeable actions. 
If, on the contrary, it is supposed to be the means of establishing the in¬ 
constant or changing property of Remoteness, then it would establish the 
colouring of the paste of the saffron of Karfmira (Casmere) on the breasts 
of the women of Karn&ta (the Carnatic). The same will be the implica¬ 
tion if Ether and Soul also are similarly made to be the means of communi¬ 
cating the property of Remoteness. Whereas Space being proved only as 
the invariable means of communicating the property of Remoteness, there 
is no such absurd implication. In this way Space, which establishes 
conjunctions, is really separate from Time, which establishes actions. 

Moreover, these cognitions, namely “ This is east of that,” “ This is 
south of that,” “ This is west of that,” “ This is north of that,” “ This is 
south-east of that,” “ This is south-west of that,” “ This is north¬ 
west of that,” “This is north-east of that,” “ This is below that,” “ This 
is above that,’”—are brought together by the statement “ This from this,” 
because it is not possible for these cognitions to have another occasional or 
efficient cause. Further, Time establishes external conditions or wpadhis 
which are constant, while Space establishes external conditions or upadhis 
which are not constant. For, when one thing is ‘ present ’ (in Time) with 
reference to another thing, that other thing also is ‘ present ’ with refe¬ 
rence to the former ; but in the case of the external condition or upddhi 
of Space, there is no such rule or fixity, because that which is east in 
relation to a person, the very same sometimes becomes west in relation to 
the same person. The same is to be observed with regard to north, etc., 
also. The direction or quarter which is nearer to the mountain whereon 
the sun rises, with reference to another direction, is east in relation to the 
latter; the direction which is nearer to the mountain whereon the sun 





sets, with reference to another direction, is west in relation to the latter. 
Nearness, again, is the fewness of the conjunctions of the conjoint; and 
these conjunctions with the sun, whether they be a few or many, are to be 
established by Space. In like manner, the direction, which is determined 
by the portion of Space falling on the left of a person facing towards east, 
is north ; the direction determined by the right division of such a person, 
is south ; while rightness and leftness are particular ‘ classes ’ residing in 
the constituent parts of the body. The direction, which is the support 
of the conjunction which is produced by an act of which Weight is the 
noil-combinative cause, is below ; and the direction, which is the support 
of the conjunction which is produced by the conjunction of Soul possessing 
adviqtam (invisible consequences of conduct) or by the action of fire, is 
above. In this way, from their reference as east, etc., they are also other¬ 
wise referred to, as in the statement, u Directions are ten in number, as 
marked out by their being presided over by Indra, Agni, Yama, Nirrita, 
Varuna, Vayu, Soma, Tirana Naga, and Brahma.”—10. 

Like Air, Space is a Substance , and is eternal. 

u * i ^ i \\ u 

Dravyatva-nityatve, Substance-uess and eternality. 

Vayuna, by Air. Vyakhayate, explained. 

11. The substanceness and eternality (of Space are) 
explained by „ (the explanation of the Substance-ness and 
eternality of) Air.—90. 

Upaskara.— Substanco-ness and also eternality belong to Space in the same way as 
to tho ultimate atom of Air. So lie says : 

The meaning is that it possesses Substance-ness, because it possesses 
Attributes, and eternality, because it is independent of or non-resident in 
any other substance.—11. 

Like Existence, Space is one. 

II * | * | ? * || 

Wt* Tattvam, unity. BhAvena, by Existence. 

12. The unity (of Space is explained) by (the explana¬ 
tion of the unity of) Existence.—91. 

Upaskara.— Extending or attributing unity (to Space), lie says : 

Unity is proved in Space, as in Existence, by the absence of differ¬ 
ence in the marks of Space together with the non-existence of any 
differentiating mark. Separateness of one, i.e., individuality, also belongs 
to Space, because individuality constantly follows unity.—12. 
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Karyya-visesena, owing to difference or distinction of 
effects. Nanatvam, multiplicity or diversity. 

13. The diversity (of Space) is due to the difference of 
effects.—92. 

Upaskara .—It may be asked, “ If Space is only one, liow then can there bo its cogni¬ 
tion and use as ten quarters or directions?” So ho says : 

The meaning is that the attribution of multiplicity is due to the 
divergence of elfects.—13. 

Directions explained. 

mfeZKWm* Aditya-sarnyogat, from the conjunction of the sun. 
BhGta-pOrvvat, past and gone. Bhavisyatali, future. 

Hztf* Bhutat, what has taken place or come into existence; present. =sr. 
Cha, and. Pr&chi, east. (lit. Orient). 

14. (The diretion comes to he regarded as) the east, 
from the past, future, or present conjunction of the sun.—93. 

Upaskara.— Showing the aforesaid divergence of effects, he says : 

The east (praclii) is so called, because the sun first (prak) moves 
(auchati) there. Thus that direction is called the east, wherein the first 
conjunction of the sun took place, or will take place, or is taking place, 
in the course of its circulation round Mount Meru. 

Here the reference to the three times rests upon the difference 
of the conceptions of the person (i. e ., the observer). For, with some one, 
on the morning of the previous day, the conjunction of the sun first took 
place in this direction ; therefore it is the east ; so the use of the word, 
east. With some other, the next day, the conjunction of the sun will 
first take place in this direction ; so, in view of this, the use of the word, 
east. With some other, again, at this moment, the conjunction of the 
sun is taking place in this direction ; so, in view of this, the use of the 
word, east. In the word, ‘ bhutat/ the affix, ‘ kta/ is used in the sense of 
incipient action. Therefore, no fixed point being invariably necessary, the 
repetition of the use of the word, east, is proved also in those cases, even 
where there is no conjunction of the sun, as at night, or at mid-day, etc. 
This is the import.—14. 





KANADA SUTRAS IT, 2-17. 


Above — continued. 

<rer snfHt 3#?ff ^ u s i * i tv ii 

SfZJT Tatha, similarly. ^f%jrrr DaksinA, south. Pratlchl, vve9t. 

3#r4t Udlchi, north. ^ Cha, also. 

15. South, West, and North also are similarly (dis¬ 
tinguished).—94. 

Upaskara, Extending the same method to the use of the other directions also, 
he says: 

In the very same way, the use of the term, South, arises from the 
past, or future, or present conjunction of the sun with the mountain 
situated in the south direction. The use of the West and North also 
is to be similarly understood. Rightness and leftness (have their technical 
or recognised meanings, or) have been explained above.—15. 

A hove — coyitinued. 

fajprURlfa sqreqn i P i II * I H I H II 

Etena, by this. fe»T5WU5Trm, DigantarAlani, intervals of Space 
or Direction. sqrauRTft, VyAkhyAtani, explained. 

16. By this, the intervals of direction are explained.—95. 

Upaskdra .—Extending the very same method to the intervals of direction also, 
he says: 

The use of South-East arises from the intermixture of the mark 
of the East and the South direction. South-West, West-North, and 
North-East are to be similarly understood. < 

Tt has been explained at length in Kartdda-Rahasyam (lit., the 
secret of Kantlda) that Space or Direction is that universal Substance by 
which the above conjunctions of the sun are established. — 16. 

Causes of Doubt or Disbelief. 

^^^I2JfTOTCTj IRIRI^ V9|| 

Sdmdnya-pratyaksat, from the perception of the Genus 
or general property. Visiesflpratyaksat, from the non-perception 

of the Species or special property or differentia, , Vifiesa-smriteh 

from the recollection of particulars, /. e. t alternatives. % Cha, and. 
Sarh&iyah, doubt. 

17. Doubt arises from the perception of (the object 
containing) the general property, the non-perception of the 
differentia, and the recollection of the alternatives, all at. 

once or in one act of thought.—96. 
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Upaskcira ,—It has been already established that the characteristics, e. g. Oolonr, etc., 
of the four * elements ’ are essential, if they are preceded by like Attributes in their 
causes, and if not, then they are conditional or accidental. The marks of the 4 universal 
substances* ’ which are devoid of any distinctive Attribute, have also been stated. Now, 
the mark of Ether, i. <\, Sound, should be examined. And here we meet with the contradic¬ 
tory conclusions of the TAntrikas. Some say that Sound is a Substance, and some call 
it an Attribute. Even when they call it an Attribute, it is eternal according to some, 
while according to othors it is non-eternal. Others, again, distinguish even in Sound 
another Sound, which they call by the name, “Sphota.” Accordingly, to begin the 
examination of Sound, he first of all establishes Doubt itself, which is the first element 
or member of an examination, by its characteristic and cause, and says : 

‘ Sn manyapratyaks/it ’ means from the perception, i. e., apprehension, 
of the object which possesses the general property, the affix ‘ matnp,’ 
signifying possession, having been elided. ‘ Vi^esA-pratyaksat ’ means 
from the non-perception or non-apprehension of the property which is 
the means of mutual differentiation, e. g., crooked, hollow, etc., and also 
head, hand, etc. ‘ VWesasriiriteh ’ means from the recollection of the 
particulars, i. e., the alternatives characterised as a trunk and as a person. 
Recollection also includes apprehension by sense, because, in some 
instances, bodies which are being perceived also become the alternatives. 
The word ‘ cha ’ brings together adristam (invisible consequences of 
voluntary conduct) etc., which are also the causes of Doubt. 

It has not been said that an individual or particular property is the 
source of uncertain knowledge. Nor has it been said that a particular 
or special property, being the means of discrimination, is such a cause, and 
that this differenciation from similar and dissimilar objects is really the 
common property. Contradiction, again, consists of two propositions 
arising from two opposite conclusions; one being ‘ Sound is eternal,’ 
and the other being ‘ Sound is non-eternal.’ Both of them as well as 
both the forms of knowledge produced by them, do not together become 
the source of Doubt, since they do not exist simultaneously. Hence it 
has not, been separately stated that there the cause of Doubt is either 
the noil-common property, such as Soundness, or the common property, 
such as the being existent, the being the subject of proof, etc. 

Uncertain knowledge finds no place in the kindred system of Gautama 
(f. c., Nyaya Philosophy;, and so a non-common property has been men¬ 
tioned' there as a cause of Doubt. Contradiction, i. e., two opposite 
propositions, containing as a rule a positive and a negative statement, has 
been mentioned as a cause of Doubt. Tn the commentary on Nyaya, 
Doubt has been described as five-fold, according as the fact that some¬ 
thing is being perceived, or the fact that something is not being perceived, 
* * Universal Substances’ are Ether, Space, Time, and Soul. 
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Thus Doubts may arise whether what is being 
perceived be existent, whether what is being perceived, be non-existent, 
whether this thing which is being perceived be existent or non-existent, 
whether what is not being perceived be existent, such as a radish, a latch, 
etc., and whether what is not being perceived be non-existent, as a lotus in 
the air. But all these are really of the same kind, being explained in the 
very same way by the expression 4 from the perception of the common 
property.’ Again, the three-fold ness of Doubt, according to differences 
in its cause, as taught in the Nyaya-Varttika, is also not possible, as the 
three, viz., common property, etc., themselves cannot be causes on account 
of their variability. For heterogeneity should not bo supposed hero, 
like heterogeneity in fire produced from grass, a strike-stick (arani) ( i . e., 
where fire is kindled by striking two sticks against each other), and a 
gem, because ex hypothesi the causality consists of the common property 
of producing an effect defined Joy the characteristic of Doubt. Llie 
heterogeneity which is said to appear in the form of referring primarily 
to the positive alternative, or primarily to the negative alternative, etc., 
does not serve the purpose of a differentia, as it is not sufficiently ex¬ 
tensive, or wide. 

Thus Doubt is neither three-fold nor five-fold, but is of one kind 
only. The writer of the aphorisms, however, will himself explain its 
two-fold ness in another respect, 

it may be objected, ‘Doubt is knowledge which produces the desire 
to know.’—This is not the definition, as it overlaps uncertainty. 4 Doubt is 
knowledge which does not produce impression (samsk&ra).’—This too is 
common to unmodified or undifferentiated knowledge or state of conscious¬ 
ness ; for, if it is a concrete knowledge, then Doubt also produces an im¬ 
pression. Again, though it is a 4 class,’ yet the quality of Doubt is 
not a characteristic, for as the quality of Doubt does not reside in the 
object containing the property (the perception of which is the occasion 
of the Doubt), the 4 class ’ also does not appear there, since it is not found 
that a ‘ class ’ appears elsewhere than in what it classifies.” To this our 
reply is that from the definition of Doubt it follows that Doubt is know¬ 
ledge of diverse and contradictory forms in respect of one and the same 
object.—17. 

Onuses of Doubt or Disbelief — continued . 

II ^ I * I % C II 

" that which is seen, Cha, and. drista-vat, Like 
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18. And that which is seen, resembles that which 
was seen—(this also is the source of Doubt.)—97. 


Upasknra .—Doubt is two-fold : that which relates to external objects, and that which 
relates to internal objects. And that which relates to external objects, is also two fold : 
where the object is visible, and where the object is not visible. Of these, Doubt, in which 
the object is visible, may be illustrated as the uncertainty whether it bo a post or a 
person, which arises on seeing some object distinguished by height; and Doubt, in which 
the object is not visible, is such as when on seeing the horns only in the body of a cow 
or a gayal (Bos gayseus), etc., which is concealed by the intervention of a bush, etc., 
the uncertainty arises, “ whether it be a cow or a gayal." In fact, in the latter case also 
the Doubt really relates to the property of the horn, i.e., whether the horns are the 
horns of a cow or of a gayal. The statement of the two-foldness of Doubt is, however, 
a figure of speech. Now, the Genus (i.c., Common property) which is the source of Doubt, 
raises Doubt by being observed either in more than one object or in one object. He 
explains the first kind : 


Height, which is seen, is the source of Doubt. 1 Djistavat* is formed 
by ‘ vati,’ i.e., the affix of similarity. Thus, something similar to the 
previously seen post and person, lies before. The meaning is that the 
height, which is observed in what lies before, is a source of Doubt, because 
it has been previously observed (in more than one object).—10. 




- Causes of Doubt or Disbelief .— continued . 

IU M I H II 


Yathfi-dristam, that which has been seen in a certain form. 

A-yath&dristatv&t, because it is nut seen in that form. ^ Cha, and. 

19. (Doubt also arises), where that which has been 
seen in one form, is seen in a different form.—98. 

Upaskarci. —He illustrates the observed common property which relates to ouo 
object: 

“ The source of Doubt ”—this completes the aphorism. The word 
* cha ’ understands what has been said before. The meaning is that 
because an object is seen in a different form, therefore that which was 
seen in a certain form, also gives rise to Doubt, as Chaitra who was seen 
in a certain form, i.e., with hair on his head, is at another time seen not 
in that form, i.e., with the hair removed. Then afterwards when the 
yery same Chaitra is seen with his head covered with a piece of cloth, 
Doubt arises whether this Chaitra has hair or not. Here the identity 
of Chaitra is the common property which gives rise to Doubt, and it i-~ 
seen in one object only. Therefore what is here the source ' “ 
seen in one, undifferentiated ohi- 







Above continued. 

f^Tsfosrrasr wmt u r \ ^ \ u 

f%OTS f%cnrT Vidya-a-vidyatalj, from science and nescience. Clm, 
and. Sarnsayah, Doubt. 

20. Doubt (arises) also from science and nescience. —99. 

U-paakira .-—He says that the very common property of being (cognised or) the 
object of thought is the cause of Doubt: 

Internal Doubt really springs from science and* nescience, for 
instance, an astronomer predicts correctly, and predicts incorrectly, 
eclipses of the moon, etc. Accordingly Doubt arises in his mind as to 
his knowledge, whether it be accurate or not. Or knowledge is some¬ 
times science, and sometimes nescience, i.e., wanting in proof; and, 
consequently, Doubt, arises with respect to something, whether, inas¬ 
much as it is known, it be existent 01 non-existent. 

The retention of the word, ‘Doubt,’ in the aphorism, indicates that 
here too Doubt arises only from the perception of the common property, 
and not from any other source. Thus the opinion held by some that 
the uncertainty or inconstancy of cognition and non-cognition alluded 
to in the definition of Gautama, “ Doubt is deliberation in expectation 
of a differentia, due to the proof of the common properties as well as 
of the properties of similar and dissimilar objects, the non-proof of, 
or uncertainty as to, these properties, and also the uncertainty or in¬ 
constancy of cognition and non-cognition,” (Ny&ya-Sfitras I. 1. 22), is 
a different source of Doubt, is hereby refuted.—20. 

Vioriti. —Here the affix * tasi ’ in ‘ vidya-avidyatas ’ is used in the 
genitive sense. Therefore the expression means “ of true knowledge and 
false knowledge.” And the doubt is whether it be true knowledge or 
false knowledge. From the word ‘ cha,’ ‘and,’ it follows that Doubt 
as regards the object of knowledge also arises from the perception of the 
common property. Thus, * The mountain contains fire,’ ‘ The lake con¬ 
tains fire,’ in these and other cases of true or false knowledge, the Doubt, 
whether such knowledge be true or false, arises from the knowledge of 
the common property of their both being knowledge. In like manner, 
after such Doubt, Doubt also arises whether the mountain contains fire 
or not, whether the lake contains fire or not, etc., from the knowledge of 
the common property of their being objects of knowledge. Now, a 
contrary certainty, the proof of which has not been obtained, is opposed 
to Doubt, and the Doubt whether it be true knowledge or false knowledge 
operates to dispel such contrary certainty. And not' that such Doubt of 
itself gives rise to Doubt about the object of knowledge. 

m 
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Sound ,— lohat? 

^ STS?: II R I R I ** II 

sfr^rn^ur:—l^rotia-grahanali, of which ear is the .organ of apprehension, 
q:—Yah, which. Arthah, object. —Sail, that, sets?:— f^abdali, sound. 


21. Sound is that object of which the organ of appre¬ 
hension is the ear. — 100. 

Upaskcira . — Having thus elucidated the nature and characteristic of Doubt which 
is tho first member of an examination, he now explains the object Sound which is the 
subject-matter of examination, and says : 

1 Srotragrahanah ’ means that of which ear is the organ or instru¬ 
ment of apprehension. ‘ Arthah ’ means that which contains properties. 
So that the definition has not the defect of over-extending to Sound-ness, 
loudness, etc., Attribute-ness, Existence, and other properties residing 
in Sound and capable of being perceived by the ear. By the word 
‘ arthah ’ meaning that which contains properties, the possession of a 
class property is intended ; hereby it is indicated that Sound called 
‘ Sphota ’ (i.e., by which the words of a sentence can convey a complete 
sense), inherent in Sound, does not exist. 

It may be argued as follows : “ Sphota must he postulated on the 

strength of the intuitions, ‘ one word ,’ ‘ one sentence,’ for the intuition 
of unity does not arise in a word composed of several letters, nor in a 
sentence composed of several letters. And the wood sphota forms a 
name or nominal on which the elucidation of the sense depends. The 
letters individually do not at all produce the intuition of the meaning 
of the whole sentence; their combination again is impossible, because 
they speedily disappear, being uttered by one speaker; therefore the 
intuition of the sense of the whole arises from sphota only, because 
elucidation of the sense does not take place without the knowledge of it. 
And this sphota, although it is present in one and all the letters standing 
as words, yet becomes manifest in the last letter.” We reply that it is 
not so. Conventional letters form words. Thus the sense being intuited 
from the word in virtue of convention alone, what is the use of sphota ? 
The use of the expression ‘ one word ’ is a pretence, intended to denote 
the one property of making up one sense, possessed by a large number 
of letters. So also in the case of a sentence. If some inner meaning 
of the word, beyond that of its component letters, could be apprehended 
by perception, then the same might have been admitted to be sphota. 
Therefore the author of the aphorisms has overlooked this doctrine of 
sphota as being of no consideration.- 21. 
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Causes of Doubt with respect to Sound. 

Tulya-jatiyesu, in homogeneous things. AilhantAra- 

bhQtesu, in heterogeneous things, Visesasya, of the particular, i.e. t the 

difference, or differentia, grwqrr Ubhayatha, in both. DristatvAt, from 

the being observed ; because it is observed. 

22. (Doubt arises in respect of Sound), because its dif¬ 
ference is observed both in (from) homogeneous objects and 
in (from) heterogeneous objects.—101. 


Upcish&va .—Sound having thus appeared as an object which contains properties, its 
being the mark of Ether depends solely on its being an Attribute. Therefore to establish 
its Attributo-ness, he brings out the trilateral Doubt, and says : 

“ Doubt arises in respect of sound,”—is thoe cmplenxent of tbe 
aphorism. Sound-ness and perceptibility by tlxe ear are observed in Sound. 
And this gives rise to Doubt whether Sound be an Attribute, or a Subs¬ 
tance, or an Action, because tbe * particular,’ i.e., tbe difference or diver¬ 
gence is observed both in homogeneous objects, namely, tbe twenty-three 
Attributes, and in heterogeneous objects, namely Substances, and Actions. 
But Doubt whether it be a Genxis, or a Species, or a Combination, does not 
arise, inasmuch as difference in point of being existent, being produced 
by a cause, etc., is observed. 

It may be said, “ A non-common property cannot bo the cause of 
Doubt by being the cause of indecision or uncertainty. And Sound-ness 
as well as perceptibility by the ear is really a non-common property.” 
We say : Truly its difference or divergence is common to homogeneous aixd 
hetrogeneous things, and so only this common difference or divergence has 
been stated to be the cause of Doubt. I)iIference or divergence, which is 
the counter-opposite of Sound-ness, is the common property; and the 
characteristic of being the counter-opposite of tbe dilTerenceor divergence 
belonging to both, in other words, Sound-ness, is the non-common property. 
Thei’efore it lias been said : “ From the observation of the difference in 
both.” Here tlxe observation of particular, i.e., the difference, in both, i.e., 
in homogeneous and heterogeneous things, constituting the cause of Doubt 
it becomes really the common property.—22. 

Sound not a Substance. 


n i * i ^ it 

Eka-dravyatvat, because it resides in one Substance. ^ Na 
not. Dravyam, Substance. 

23. (Sound is) not a Substance, since it resides in one 
Substance only.—102. 
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ITprtsJctfm.—Showing Doubt in this way, he says, in order to eliminate the alternative 
of Substance-ness: 

‘ Ekadravyam ’ ia that which has one Substance only as its combina¬ 
tive cause. And no Substance whatever contains a single Substance as 
its combinative cause. Therefore, owing to this difference in property 
from Substances, this Sound is not a Substance. This is the meaning. 


23. 

Nor an Action. 

n * i * i w 

q Na, not. Api, also Karmma, action. Achaksu- 

satvat, not being visible. 

24. Nor (is Sound) an Action, because it is not an object 


of visual perception.—103. 

Upaskara .—It may be said, “Action is surely uni-substantial. Therefore Round may 
be an Action." So he says : 

Because the intuition or perception of Sound is not visual, i.e., is 
produced by an external sense-organ other than the eye. So that the 
import is that, like the quality of Taste, etc., Souud-ness also does not 
reside in Actions, because it is a ‘ class ’ which does not reside in the 
objects of visual perception.—24. 

' Sound is transient, and not eternal. 

gitrer u * i * i ** n 

jppat Gunasya, of Attribute. UrT Sat ail, being. im»f: Apavargah, 
speedy destruction. Karmmabliib, with Actions. StppM S&dharm- 

inyam, resemblance. 

27. The resemblance (of Sound), although it is an At¬ 
tribute, with Actions, consists in its speedy destruction.—104. 

Upusk&ra .—If it is said that, as it speedily disappears, like Throwing upwards, etc., 
therefore Sound is an Action ; so he says : 

‘ Apavargah ’ means speedy destruction. And this, even in the case 
of Attribute-ness, is dependent upon the incidence of a rapidly appearing 
destroyer, in the same way as duality, etc., are. This constitutes only its 
resemblance to Actions, and not its Action-ness. The quality of undergo¬ 
ing rapid destruction which you (i.e., the objector) advance as an argu¬ 
ment, ifl not one-pointed i.e., multifarious, because it is found in Duality, 
Knowledge, Pleasure, Pain, etc., as well. This is the import.—25. 

Aboiie continued. 


foftidNki. ii * i ? i H it 


Satafc, of (Sound as) existent. ffttfpTRnr. Lingabhavat, from the 
absence of mark. 
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26. (Sound does not exist before utterance), because 
there is no mark of (Sound as) existent (before utterance),— 
105. 

Upci8kara .—It may be said, “ Let Sound be proved as an Attribute. Still it cannot be 
the mark of the existence of Ether. For it would justify the inference of Ether, if it wore 
an effect of it. But it is eternal instead. Its occasional non-cognition, however, is due to 
the absence of something which could reveal it.” With this apprehension, he says : 

For, if Sound were existent (before and after utterance), then there 
would be found some * mark/ i.e., additional proof, of it as existent. But 
in the state of non-hearing, there is no proof that Sound exists. There¬ 
fore it is only an effect, and not something which requires to be revealed 
only.—20. 

Above continued. 

n r i * i n 

Nitya-vaiadliarmm&t, owing to difference in property from 

what is eternal. 

27. (Sound is not something which only requires to be 
brought to light), because it differs in property from what 
is eternal.—106. 

Upaskdra.—Ue says that for this reason also, it (Sound) is not something which only 
requires to be made known : 

The difference of Sound from what is eternal, is observed. Where¬ 
as, as in “ Chaitra speaks,” the existence of Chaitra, Afaitra, etc., even 
though they are covered from view, may be inferred from their voice; 
and whereas that which reveals, e.g., the lamp, etc., is never inferred by 
that which is revealed, e.g., the water-pot, etc. ; therefore Sound is only a 
product, and not something which requires to be brought to light. This 
is the sense.—27. 

Above continued. 

+IVJS: II * I =! I?5 II 

AnityaJ.i, non-eternal. ^ Cha, and. Ayam, it. q,r u q <ir Kara- 
natab, from its having a cause. 

28. And Sound is^non-eternal, (because it is observed 
to be produced) by a cause.—107. 

Upask&ra .—Pointing out the objections to its being something to be revealed only, 
he now states the ground of its being non-eternal: 

“ Because its production is observed,”—this is the complement. For 
Sound is observed as issuing out of the (temporary) conjunction of the 
drum and the dram-stick, etc. So that it is non-eternal, because it has 
23 









cause. 


ginning). 
28 . 


Or “ From a cause ” may imply the reason 


Above continued. 

51 M H I ^ I =16- H 

?C Na, not. ^ Cha, and. 3TTU& Asiddham, disproved. VikArAt, 

from change. 

29. Nor is (the dependence of Sound upon a cause) 
disproved by its modifications.—108. 

Upaskdra .—Lest it might be said that the possession of a cause is disproved in Sound 
by its very nature, so he says : 

From observing the loudness, softness, and other modifications, it 
should not be concluded that the possession of a cause by Sound is there¬ 
by disproved. For a loud or soft sound is perceived according to the 
hardness or softness of the beating of the drum with the drum-stick, and 
the like ; whereas the loudness, etc., [i.e., the intensity) of that which is 
made known, is not dependent on the loudness, etc., {i.e., the intensity) 
of that which makes it known. Hence from its undergoing modification 
according to the modification of the cause, it is inferred to he a product, 
and not something to be revealed only.—29. 

Above continued. 

in m ii 

Abliivyaktau, in (the theory of the) manifestation or revelation 
(of Sound). Dosat, from defect. Because there will be a defect 

30. (Sound is not eternal), because the theory that it 
requires to he revealed only, will entail a defect.—109. 

UpaskCira .—It may be argued, “ It is the virtue of that which reveals, that it reveals 
In the form of intensity, softness, etc. And it is Air impelled by the drum and the drum¬ 
stick, etc., which, being intense and soft or slow (in velocity and volume), produces 
like perceptions.” Hence he says : 

On the theory of the revelation of Sound, the defect will arise that 
(in each case) an invariable relation of the revealer and the revealed will 
have to be admitted in respect of things co-existent and capable of being 
perceived by the same sense. But the invariable relationship of the 
revealer and the revealed is nowhere observed of such things. If it be 
not assumed here, then it will follow that on the manifestation of one 
letter, say fca, all the letters will become manifest. The rejoinder that 
an invariable relation of the revealer and the revealed is in fact observed 
to obtain among the characteristic of being existent, the characteristic 
of being a man, and the characteristic of being a Brahmapa, which are 
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and are revealed by their individual difference, situa¬ 
tion, and origin, is invalid. For they lack iu being coextensive, 
inasmuch as the extension of the characteristic of being a man, or of the 
characteristic of being a Brahmana, is not so large as that of the charac¬ 
teristic of being existent.—30. 

Above continued (Production of Sound) 

U R I R I W 

Samyogat, from Conjunction. f^vrpTf^ Vibhagat, from Disjunction, 

^ Cha, and. ^avddt, from Sound. «q- Cha, and. Sabda-nis- 

pattij^, production of Sound. 

31. Sound is produced from Conjunction, from Dis¬ 
junction, and from Sound also.—110. 

Upaskdra.—Ue says that for the following reason also Sound is not something which 
requires to bo revealed only : 

‘From Conjunction’—i.e., from Conjunction of the drum and the 
drum-stick. ‘ From Disjunction ’—i.e., when a bamboo is being split up. 
Here Conjunction is by no means the cause of the first Sound, because 
there is then no Conjunction. Therefore the Disjunction of the two 
halves of the bamboo is the efficient or conditional cause, and the Dis¬ 
junction of the halves and Ether is the non-combi native cause. And where 
Sound is produced in a distant flute, and the like, there Sound which is 
produced in the order of a current, reaches the portion of Ether limited by 
the hollow of the ear, and thereby becomes heard. Therefore Sound 
is produced from Sound also.—31. 

Above continued. 

fai FT ^ rrfc re r: n * i * i H 

Lifigat, from its mark. Cha, and. Anityafi, non-eternal, 

qrssf: f^abdal.i, Sound. 

32. Sound is non-eternal, also because of its mark.—111. . 

UpaaMra.—He brings forward another ground of its being non-oternal: 

The meaning is that Sound, consisting of letters (i.e., articulate Sound), 
is non-eternal, because, while possessing a * class,’ it is capaple of being 
perceived by the ear, like the Sound of a lute, etc.—32. 

Arguments for the eternality of Sound. 

st'sifcflutTH u * i * i x* ii 

Dvayah, of both, g Tu, but. Pravrittyofi, of the activities 

or occupations, qrmqjw Abh&vat, from the non-existence or absence. 
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33. (Sound is eternal), because (otherwise) the occu¬ 
pations of both (the teacher and the pupil) will vanish out 
of existence.— 112. 

Upa$k&ra t —Now, in order to confute the arguments, advanced by the eonclusionist 
(the Mim&msa thinker), in support of the eternality of Sound, he says : 

The word ‘ tu ’ cuts off connection with the context, and introduces 
the statement of an objection of the first party. The occupation or em¬ 
ployment 4 of both,’ i.e., of the teacher and the pupil in teaching and 
learning respectively, is observed. “ From its non-existence or absence,” 
i.e ., from the entailment of its non-existence. For teaching is an act of 
gift or donation. The teacher makes a gift of the Veda to the pupil. If 
it is something constant or fixed, then a donation of it is possible. The 
second party may say, “ A cow, and the like which are being given away, 
are perceived as standing between the donor and the donee ; whereas 
the Veda, etc., are not perceived as lying between the teacher and the 
pupil. Therefore teaching cannot be a donation.” Our (i.e., the first 
party’s) reply is that they are perceived in the interval between the teacher 
and the pupil by the ear of a person standing there. Moreover, the eter¬ 
nality of Sound follows from recurrence also. As in “ He sees the colour 
for five times,” the recurrence or persistency of colour which is constant 
or permanent is observed, so the recurrence or persistency of Sound in 
“ The anuvaka or paragraph has been read ten times, twenty times,” 
is proof of the constancy or permanence of Sound. And constancy or 
steadiness being proved, since nothing is known which can destroy it, 
its eternality also is necessarily proved, on the principle “ What will 
afterwards destroy it which is constant or lasting all this time ? This is 
the import.—33. 

Arguments for the eternality of Sound — continued . 

junmrssra. im m ^ 11 

Pratliama^abdat, from the word * the first.’ 

34. From the word, ‘the-first,’ (it follows that Sound 
is eternal).—113. 

Upciskdra .—Ho translates another reason urged in favour of the eternality of Sound : 

The meaning is that the thrice recitation of the first and the last 
mantra for kindling a sacrificial fire, as enjoined in the text, “ The first 
should be recited three times, the last three times,” is not justified or 
accountable without the steadiness of Sound.—34. 
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Sampratipalti-bh&vat, from the possibility or existence 
of recognition. =er Cha, and. 

35. (The eternality of Sound follows), also from the 
possibility of recognition.—114. 

U-pafiMra *—He 'translates another reason advanced by the conclusionist for the eter¬ 
nality of Sound : 

* Sampratipattibliavat 1 — i. e ., from the existence of recognition. The 
word ‘pratipatti ’ (cognition) alonjs would have conveyed the sense of re¬ 
cognition which is a particular kind of the former ; therefore the prefix 
‘Sam’ (in the sense of thorough-ness) implies certainty. Thus, “He is 
reciting the very same poem which was recited by Maitra,” “ He is read¬ 
ing the same verse over and over again,” “ You are repeatedly saying 
the same thing which has been said before,” “You are even now making 
the very same statement which was made by you last year and the year 

before,” “It is that same letter ga” -on the strength of the recognition 

of Sound in such cases, the steadiness or permanence of Sqjund is proved. 

-35. % 

The same refuted . 

*rfrT 5Tf^ II R I * I H U 

-Sandigdhah, Doubtful. Uncertain, inconclusive. —Sati, 

existing. Vahutve, plurality. 

36. Plurality (of Sound) existing, (these arguments 
are) inconclusive.—115. 

Upagknra .—Confuting all those reasons, he says : 

* Sandigdhah,’ i. e., not one-pointed. So it has been said, “ Kasyapa 
taught that a contradictory, unproved, or uncertain mark was no mark.” 
Thus it is observed that there can be learning, repetition, and also re¬ 
cognition, also if there is a plurality or diversity of Sound, therefore these 
arguments are inconclusive. For, “He learns dancing,” “He practises 
dancing,” “ He danced the same dance twice,” “ You are dancing the same 
dauce to-day, which you danced the other day,” “ This man also is dancing 
the satne dance which was danced by another dancer,”—in these cases, 
learning, repetition, and recognition (of Action) are observed. But you 
(the conclusionist) too do not on this account admit the permanence (or 
eternality) of dancing which is a particular kind of Action.—36. 
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Counter objection stated and answered. 



^^TT^T: *TOTT*TrT: II \ I * I II 

SariikhyabhAvah, the existence or application of Number. 
^TWFqfr:—SAmanyatah, from Genus. 

37. The existence of number (in Sound) is with re¬ 
ference to the Genus.—116. ^ 

Upaskara. —It may be objected, “ Fifty letters ; an eight-lettered mantra ; a three- 
lettered mantra ; the eight-lettered metre, anuytubh; etc.—How can there be such uses 
of numbers, when, the letters being non-eternal, there is a possibility of their being infinite 
in number according to the difference of utterance ?" So he says : 

The meaning is that the existence of the number, fifty, etc., arises 
from the class notion of ka, ga, etc. Although there might be an infinity 
of ha's, etc., the letters determined by the notions of ka, ga, etc., are 
fifty, three, or eight, in the same way as Substances, Attributes, etc., 
are nine, twenty-four, etc., although there may be an infinity of them 
according to differences within the group of each of them. This is the 
import. 

The objector may say : “This is that ga," —This recognition itself 
proves the perujanence of Sound. Nor is it opposed by the perception, 

‘ Loud ga, so*t ga,' which conveys, contrary properties ; because loudness, 
etc., are there due to external conditions. Nor is it to be maintained that 
there cannot appear any difference from the difference of the external 
condition also ; for, then, the crystal also will not shine as different, deve¬ 
loping in the form of blue, yellow, etc., from the conjunction of the China 
rose, tapinja, etc., nor will the face also, when reflected as elongated, etc., 
in the sword-blade, jewel, and looking-glass, appear to be different. 
If it be asked, To what does this property of loudness, etc., belong, 
which influences ga ? We reply : It may be the property of Air, or of 
utterance, or of resonance. What is the use of fixing upon the particular 
one amongst them ? You also admit that loudness, etc., are natural dis¬ 
tinctions, as the relation of high and low amongst them cannot be esta¬ 
blished or explained by the notions of ka, ga, etc. ” 

We reply : It is not so. Because even when such contrary percep¬ 
tion exists, viz., ‘ ga is produced,’ 1 ga is destroyed,’ 1 ga which was just 
heard, does not exist,’ ‘ the noise has stopped,’ etc., if this recognition 
does not then cease, then it must be supposed to relate to class-notions. 
Otherwise such recognition coming to rest upon the permanence or steadi¬ 
ness of individual Sounds, the above contrary perceptions themselves 
would not be produced. Nor is this the property of Air, because the 
properties of Air are not the objects of aural perception. Nor again is it 
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the property of the utterance ; for if utterance is only Air, then the defect 
has been already pointed out; if it is something else, then nobody can 
say what it is. Nor again is it the property of resonance, for loudness, 
etc., are perceived also in the resonance from the conch, etc., even though 
ga is not found there. The naturalness of loudness, etc., however, does not 
involve an intermixture of classes, for its diversity is obtained from its 
being pervaded by the class-notion of ga, etc. Moreover, there is a veiy 
distinct mode of distinguishing forms in the ga's, etc., utterered by male 
and female parrots and man, as also in those uttered by a male and a 
female, as well as in those uttered by those who are neither inales nor 
females ; by which a parrot, etc., concealed from vision by branches, a 
screen, etc., are inferred. But their being produced by external condi¬ 
tions does not arise from external conditions which can be perceived, 
as in “ a young woman looking yellow with saffron.” Nor is their being 
produced by external conditions proved by argument, for no proof of 
such a conclusion exists. So far in brief.—37. 

Here ends the second chapter of the second book in Sankara’s 
commentary on the Vaidesika aphorisms. 

Vivriti.—Some explain the production of Sound on the principle 
of ripples and waves. According to them, the first Sound is produced from 
the impact of a drum and a drum-stick, etc., within the limits of that 
particular Space. Then outside that circle and within the confines of the 
ten quarters the second Sound is produced from the first, and extends it. 
After that, beyond this second circle, and within the confines of the ten 
quarters, the third Sound is produced from the second. And in the same 
way the production of the fourth and other Sounds should be understood. 
Others, however, hold that the production of Sound takes place on the 
principle of the ball of the kadamha flower. In their view, the second 
and other Sounds are neither single nor confined to the ten quarters taken 
together, but are produced ten-fold in ten quarters. (Thus the one is the 
theory of the successive production of single Sounds, while the other is the 
theory of the simultaneous production of multiple Sounds^ This is the 
difference. 
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Book Third—Chapter First. 


Objects of the senses. 

srfosr II ^ I \ I ? II 

Prasiddhah, universally known, perceived. 5i%^r^T?:~Indri- 
y&rth&h, object of the senses. 

1. The objects of the senses are universally known.— 

117. 

Upaskdra .—Having thus in the second book completed the examination of the exter¬ 
nal Substances, he, following the order of enumeration, now procoeds to construct a 
basis for an inquiry respecting the Soul. 

The objects of the Senses, e.g., Smell, Taste, Colour, Touch, and 
Sound, are capable of being apprehended by the several external sense- 
organs. Amongst them, the universal cognition or experience of Sound 
having been shown by the aphorism, “ Sound is that object of which the 
organ of apprehension is the ear” (II. ii. 21), it is in like manner demon¬ 
strated that Smell, etc., ending with Touch (• i.e ., Smell, Taste, Colour, 
Touch) are universally known. Thus, Smell is that object of which the 
organ of apprehension is the olfactory organ; Taste is that object of 
which the organ of apprehension is the organ of taste ; Colour is that 
object of which the organ of apprehension is the eye alone; Touch is 
that object of which the organ of 'apprehension is the organ of touch 
alone. And by the word, ‘ object,’ there is, in all these cases, denoted 
a real entity possessed of properties, and therefore the definitions cannot 
be too wide by over-extending to Smell-ness, etc., and to the non-exist¬ 
ence of Smell, etc. Hence Smell-ness is the possession of a sub-class 
of Attribute-ness, appearing in what is apprehended by the olfactory 
organ. So also with regard to Taste, etc. Consequently, supersensuous 
Smell, etc., are not left out.—1. 

Vivriti. —‘ Prasiddhah/ means subject of ascertainment by per¬ 
ception. 

Mark of supersensuous object,. 

15: m i * mi 

$f^tff«IiTT?lf 3 [>”"l n driyariha-prasiddhih, the universal experience of the 
objects of the senses, —IndriyarihebhayaJi, from the senses and 

their objects, —Arthantarasya, of a different object. —Hetuli, 

mark. 

2. The universal experience of the objects of the 
senses is the mark of (the existence of) object different from 
the senses and their objects.—118. 
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Upaskara .—He explains the application of the universal experience of the objects 
of the senses to the inquiry respecting the Soul. 

‘ Hetuh,’ ie., Mark, ‘Arthantai-asya,’ i.e., of the Soul. * Indriyarthebh- 
yah,’ i.e., from the senses as well as their objects. The meaning is 
that it is the mark of the Soul which is a different object from Colour, 
etc., as well as from those which possess them. Though it is implied here 
that only knowledge is the mark of the existence of the Soul, yet inas¬ 
much as there being a universal experience of the objects of the senses, 
the immediate presentation to the mind of Colour, etc., is more commonly 
known, the mark of there being a Soul is described as constituted 
by that universal experience. Now this universal experience must 
reside somewhere, either as an effect as a water-pot, or as an Attribute, 
or as an Action. This universal experience, again, since it is an act in 
the same manner as cutting is an act, must be produced by an instrument. 
That which is the instrument of the universal experience is the sense ; 
and the latter, being an instrument, must be employed by an agent, as 
an axe and the like, are employed. Thus, that in which this universal 
experience resides, and which employs the olfactory and other organs 
for its instruments, is the Soul. —2. 

The body or the senses are not the seat of perception. 

m m t n 

tf: Sah, that, ie., perception. Anapade4ah, the semblance or simu¬ 

lacrum of a mark ; a false mark. 

3. Perception (as a mark inferring the "body or the 
senses as its substratum) (is) a false mark.—119. 

UpatMra .—Lest it be said, “Let the body or the senses be the foundation of the 
universal experience or perception, because their presence and absence are more manifest 
as determining perception. What is the use of the supposition of any other foundation ? 
Thus, consciousness is an attribute of the body, being its effect, like its Colour, etc. The 
same should be understood in the case of its being an attribute of the senses ; M so he says : 

‘ Anapade»ah ’ means the appearance or semblance of an * apaderfa,’ 
i. e., mark. Thus the meaning is that the being an effect of the body or 
the senses is the mere semblance of a mark, inasmuch as it applies to the 
cognition produced by a lamp, and is therefore not-one-pointed, i. e., multi¬ 
farious.—3. 

Above continued. 

srTT’jjTWHig; a x n i 9 it 

K&ran&jnanat, because the causes or constituents are devoid of 
cognition or consciousness. 

14 
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4. (The body or the senses cannot be the seat of per¬ 
ception), because there is no consciousness in the causes 
(i.e., the component parts of the body).—120. 


Upaakara. -lt may be rejoined, “ By ‘ the being an effect of the body or the senses ’ is 
meant the being an effect of them only in so far as they are determined by the character¬ 
istic of consciousness ; whereas the whole of consciousness is not the effect of the lamp, 
otc. Therefore there is no indeterminateness or fluctuation.'' So he says : 


It is meant (that the body or the senses cannot he the seat of 
Perception), because of the absence of consciousness in the hands, feet, etc., 
or in their parts, which are the causes, i.e., components of the body. For 
it is observed that the particular attributes of Earth, etc,., are preceded by 
like attributes in their causes. In like manner, if there existed conscious¬ 
ness in the components of the body, it might possibly exist also in the body. 
But this is not the case. It cannot be urged that consciousness may exist 
also in the components of the body ; for it would entail the absence of 
uniformity in the actions of the body, since uniformity is never observed 
amongst a plurality of sentient beings. It would then also follow that, 
after the amputation of the hand, there will he no more recollection of that 
which was experienced within the limit of the hand, according to the 
maxim, “ One does not remember that which has been experienced by 
another.” Moreover, the supposition would entail that, after the des¬ 
truction of the body, there would be no experience of the consequences of 
the acts performed by the body, e.g., causing hurt, etc. ; for certainly 
Maitra does not suffer the consequences of the sins committed by Chaitra. 
And hence there would be an annihilation of acts performed, and an acces¬ 
sion of acts not performed.—4. 


The body or the senses are not the seat of perception, continued. 


jfTFnc^ it \ \ \ \ y u 


S ip sif g Karyyesu, in the effects, ^rreril JRanftt, because there would 
be consciousness. 


5. Because (there would be) consciousness in the 
effects.—121. 

Upaskdra .—It may be added in objection that consciousness exists in a minute degree 
in the components of the body, whereas it is manifest in the body, arid that therefore it 
cannot be said that it is not preceded by a like attribute in the cause, nor does there 
arise the impossibility of uniformity. Anticipating this, he says: 

If, as a matter of fact, consciousness existed in the primary causes 
of. the body, namely the ultimate atoms, then it would also exist in the 
water-pot, etc., which are the effects originated by them also. Moreover, 
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piousness would exist in products such as water-pots, etc., also because 
the particular attributes of Earth pervade all terrene existence. But 
consciousness is not observed to exist in these products.—5. 

The body or the senses are not the seat of ‘perception, continued. 


|| \ i * | * || 


VSjfPTftl Ajnanat, because it is not known. ^ Cha, and. 

6. And because it is not known (that any minute 
degree of consciousness exists in the water-pot, etc.)—122. 

Upaaktira .—In anticipation of the further rejoinder that consciousness may in reality 
exist, in an imperceptible degree, in the water-pot, etc., also, he says : 

The meaning is that there is no consciousness in the water-jar, etc., 
inasmuch as it is not known by any means of knowledge. If you admit 
that which is beyond the range of all means of knowledge, then you will 
have to admit also that a hare has horns, and so on. For, by no kind of 
evidence, is it known that consciousness exists in the water-jar, etc.— 6 . 

Vivriti .—It is more proper to conceive some one other substance 
as the seat of consciousness than to imagine a plurality of consciousness 
in various portions of matter. This is the import. 

On the theory that consciousness resides in the body, recollection 
of what is experienced in infancy, will be impossible in youth, etc., be¬ 
cause of the non-existence of that which had the experience, since the 
destruction of the infant-body must be observed by the destruction of its 
material. Similarly, there would be no activity at sucking the breasts on 
the part of a child just born, because of the impossibility at that stage of 
the understanding that this is the means of attaining the desirable, which 
is the cause of activity. According to the advocate of the existence of a 
separate conscious being, the activity is explained by the possibility of 
reminiscence due to the impression produced by the understanding in the 
previous birth that this is the means of attaining the desirable. Recol¬ 
lection of other experiences in the previous birth does not take place 
owing to the absence of external stimuli. 

Fallacious mark. 


• awm ii ^ n i vs ii 

Anyat, something else, i?* Eva, certainly. * 3 : Hetuf), mark. 
Iti, hence. Anapaderfafy, no mark. 

7. A mark is certainly something else (than that of 
which it is a mark). Hence (a mark, which is identical with 
the thing of which it is a mark, is) no mark (at all.)—123. 
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Upaskdra .—It may be urged, “ It has been affirmed that (a presiding soul) an employer 
is inferred from the organ of hearing and other instruments. But this is not a legitimate 
inference, for the auditory and other organs are neither identical with, nor are produced 
by, the Soul, and, unless one of these alternatives be admitted, there is no proof of the 
universal concomitance or inseparable existence, of these organs and the Soul; and, unless 
there be such inseparable existence, there can be no inference . 0 So he says in reply: 


The mark or means of proof can but be something else than that 
which is to be proved. It cannot be identical with that which is to be 
proved; for, were it so, it would follow that the thing which is to be 
proved, would have no difference from the means of proof. Therefore, a 
means of proof, constituted by identity with that which is to be proved, 
is no means of proof, i.e ., no mark at all.—7. 


Fallacious mark — continued . 





: IM I ? I = It 


urofert Arth&ntaram, any one thing, ft Hi, because. Arth- 

Sntarasya, of any other thing. Anapadesafj, not a mark. 

8. (Although a mark is quite different from that of 
which it is a mark, still they are not wholly unconnected), 
for, any one tiling cannot be a mark of any other thing.—124. 

0pa8kdra.—It be may said, “ As the Soul is not identical with the auditory and other 
organs of sense, «o there is no production of the latter from the former. For the sense- 
organs of hearing, etc., are not producd from the Soul, as smoke is produced from fire . 0 
So he says: 

Because, as the effect, e.g., smoke, etc., is a different thing from 
an ass, so it is also a different thing from its cause, e.g., fire, etc. So that 
in the absence of any distinction in respect of being a different object, 
a particular nature is the regulative principle here, whereby the smoke 
does not infer an ass, but only fire. Aud if that nature belongs to any 
tiling other than the effect, then that too really becomes a mark. Thus 
an effect cannot be a mark, if it is devoid of the particular nature in¬ 
tended here. Thus, identity and causation only constitute inseparable 
existence or universal concomitance; these two are reduced into inse¬ 
parable existence ; or, it is co-ordinate with them as the principle of in¬ 
ference ; or, its apprehension is dependent upon the apprehension of the 
above two only. Hence the aphorism is only the statement of an alignment 
for causing confusion to the disciples in the above way. This is the 
import.—8. 

Marks of inference. 


^ II ^ I % [ II 
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^ Samyogi, the conjunct. Samavayi, the combined or in¬ 
herent. Ekarthasaniavayij combined together in one thing, or 

CQ-inherent. Virodhi, the contradictory. 

9. The conj unct, the combined, the co-combined, and 
the contradictory also (are marks of inference).—125. 

Upaakara. —Now, in order to make it clear that universal concomitance or inseparable 
existence may be found elsewhere than in the cases of identity and causation, he says : 

“ The body has skin, because it is the body”—here the mark is 
the conjunct or the contiguous. For skin is described as a natural in¬ 
tegument or matter capable of growth and decay. And it is neither an 
effect nor a cause of the body, but merely produced together with the 
body and in invariable conjunction with it. Similarly, the combined is 
also a mark. For instance, “Ether possesses Magnitude or extension, 
because it is a Substance, like a water-pot, etc.” ; here Magnitude or ex¬ 
tension which is to be proved is proved by the property of Substance-ness 
which is in essential combination with Ether. Or, to take another ex- 
ample : The extension of an atom, a particular form or limit of extension 
or Magnitude is proved by this that the relativity or degree of extension 
or Magnitude must somewhere cease; whereby the ultimate atom is 
inferred as that in which the limit of extension rests. 

The inference of Ether by Sound, etc., and the inference of the 
Soul by knowledge, etc., are inferences of the cause by the effect; so that 
they are not instanced here.—9. 

Marks of inference — continued. 

sfHRaf ii ^ i \ i ? ° u 

Karyyam, an effect. K&ryyantarasya, of another effect. 

10. One effect (may be the mark of inference) of 
another effect.—126. 

Vpasakdm.—Tho author of the aphorisms illustrates the co-inherent or co-existent 
mark : 

An effect, e.g., Colour, is the mark of another effect, e.g., Touch. 
This is merely illustrative. Thus, that which is not an effect, e.g., the 
unity of Ether, is a mark of the individual separateness of Ether, and so 
in the case of its extreme largeness.—10. 

Above continued. 

fomr-ipi ii ^ i % i u n 

Virodhi, the contradictory. AbhOtam, the non-existent, 

or non-product, or that which has not taken place. jgRq— Bhfitasya, of the 
existent, or that which has taken place. 
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11. The opposite, i.e., the non-existent (is a mark) of 
the existent. —127. 

Upaskara.—lie illustrates the contradictory mark. 

That which has not taken place, e.g ., a shower, is a mark of that which 
has taken place, e.g., the conjunction of air and clouds, (where clouds 
being dispersed by air, showers do not take place). So also is the recita¬ 
tion of a mantra which is the contradictory or counter-agent of a tumour, 
etc. Thus that which has not taken place, i.e., has not been produced, 
e.g., a tumour, etc., is the mark of that which has taken place, e.g., the 
recitation of a mantra or sacred text, (where a tumour is prevented by the 
recitation of the appropriate mantra)*—\\. 

Marks of inference — continued . 

II \ i $ i w 

—BhQtam, that which has taken place. tPBTfq-*-Abhdtasya, of that 
which has not taken place. 

12. That which has taken place, (is a mark) of that 
which has not taken place.—128. 

Upaskdra .—He gives another illustration of a contradictory mark : 

That which has taken place, e.g., a tumour, etc., is a mark of that 
which has not taken place, e.g., the recitation of a mantra . So also that 
which has taken place, e.g., the conjunction of air and clouds, is a mark of 
that which has not taken place, e.g., a shower. Similarly, that which has 
taken place, e.g., a burn, is a mark of that which lias not taken place, 
e.g., the application of a gem, etc., to destroy the burning power of the 
tire. Similar instances should be understood.—12. 

Above continued. 

II \ I ? I U >1 

BhGtali, that which has taken place. ^fi—BhQtasya, of that 
which has taken place. 

13. That which has taken place, (is a mark) of that 
which has taken place.—129. 

UpaaM ra.—He illustrates another contradictory mark : 

There is sometimes inference of an existing contradictory from an¬ 
other existing contradictory ; as when, on seeing a snake swelling with 
anger, it is inferred that there is an ichneumon behind a bush. In this 
case, the snake excited is that which is, i.e., is existent, and the ichneumon 
hidden by the bush is also in existence. There is, therefore, an existent, 
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as the mark of another existent object. On the other hand, a shower 
cannot exist at the same time'as the conjunction of air and clouds, nor 
can tumours, etc., co-exist with the recitation of mantras. — 13. 


Marks of inference — continued. 



? i n 


-PrasiclclhipQrvakatvAt, because preceded by (the recol¬ 
lection of) the 1 pervasion ’ or universal relation. —Apadesasya, of the 

mark. 

14. (These are valid marks),because the characteristic 
of an inferential mark is that it is preceded by (the recollec¬ 
tion of the) universal relation (of itself and of that of which 
it is a mark).—130. 

Opa ski i )•(!.—Now ho shows the importance or use of the above recapitulation : 

‘ Prasiddhi’ means recollection of universal relation. ‘ Apadetfa ’ 
denotes a mark. Therefore, the mark attended witli the recollection of 
universal relation, is described by that member of an argument which 
states the mark, or by that member which states the deduction ; so that 
the mark is, as lias been stated, preceded by recollection of universal rela¬ 
tion. Thus universal relation, (i.e., a true major premissi exists in all these 
cases of inference of an agent by the instruments such as the organ of 
hearing, etc., and of the Soul as their substratum by the attributes such as 
knowledge, etc.; whereas there is no universal relation in the inference by 
which you (i.e,, the opponent) have sought to establish knowledge as an 
attribute of the body, through the mark that it is an effect of the body. 
This is the import. 

It may be asked, what is this universal relation? ft is not merely 
inviolable relation ; for, in the case of inference from cause to effect, it is 
not known that inviolable or invariable concomitance is the being not the 
ground of the co-existence of the absolute non-existence of that which has 
to be proved, and because in inference from cause to effect it is impos¬ 
sible that invariable concomitance is the not being the seat, of that which 
is not the seat of that which has to be proved, and also because smoke, 
etc., are the seat of that which is not the seat of that, whatever it may 
be, which has to be proved. 

Nor is it inseparable existence, for that is either the non-existence 
of the mark in the absence of that which is to be proved, or existence of 
the mark after deduction has been drawn from that which is to be 
proved. It cannot be said that because sometimes there is non-existence 
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ot smoke, also where no ass exists, and there is existence of smoke also 
where an ass exists, therefore uniform agreement and uniform difference 
are intended here ; because the very same uniformity is the subject of 
enquiry. 

Nor is it relation to a whole. If it be the relation of the whole of 
the major term to the middle term, such relation does not exist even 
in the case of smoke, etc., which are not equally pervasive as their corres¬ 
ponding major terms. Let it be relation of the whole of the middle term 
to the major term ; but this is impossible, for there does not exist in the 
whole of the middle term relation to a single major term. Let it be 
relation of the whole of the major term to the whole of the middle term. 
This also is not valid, for it is nowhere possible that there should be relation 
of the whole of the major term to the whole of the middle term, inasmuch 
as the individuals denoted by the major and the middle term are related 
each to each. And in the case of the terms being unequally pervasive, 
there would be a want of pervasion or univessal relation. 


Nor is the relation essential. For essence means either the nature 
or condition of a thing, or ("condition in itself, or production by itself). 
Now, if the nominal affix which converts ‘ essence ’ into the form 4 essential/ 
has the sense of production thereby, then the definition will be too narrow 
to apply to universal relation Characterised as combination. If the affix 
bears the sense of dependence upon it or residing in it, in that case also 
the definition will be too narrow to apply to Combination, for combination 
does not reside in, i.e., depend upon, anything whatever; and also because 
even Conjunction neither resides in, nor is produced by, sinoke-ness, etc., 
which are the properties of the middle term. 


Nor is the relation, non-accidental or non-conditional. For an 
upadhi , accident or external condition, itself is difficult to ascribe, and were 
it easy to ascribe, would be difficult to conceive. And were it easy to 
conceive, it would still involve ‘mutual dependence’ or ‘reciprocity’ or argu¬ 
ment in a circle, for there being pervasion of the major term, the concep¬ 
tion of the non-pervasion, etc., of the middle term would depend upon the 
conception of the universal relation. 


Nor is universal relation mere relation. For, though variable relation 
also appears as universal relation, through its reference to particular 
place and particular time, yet, as the knowledge of it does not govern 
the inferential process, it is, therefore, required to determine that 
universal relation only which, by being known, will become the means of 
inference. 
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is universal relation co-existence with the major term which is 
not the counter-opposite of the absolute non-existence appertaining to 
that which contains the middle term, ( i.e ., the minor term). For fire also 
is the counter-opposite of the absolute non-existence present in that which 
has smoke, since it is not that in a kitchen hearth there is not the absolute 
non-existence of volcanic fire. In such an instance as “ This has conjunc- 
tion, because it is a Substance, the definition would become too narrow, as 
the_ absolute non-existence of Conjunction would be co-extensive with 
the mark or means of inference. It cannot be said, “ Universal relation 
is co-extension with the major term which is not the counter-opposite of 
the absolute non-existence which is co-extensive with itself and which is ' 
the contradictory of the counter-opposite, because the absolute non-existence 
of conjunction falls short of being the contradictory of the counter¬ 
opposite.” For the absolute non-existence of conjunction also is the con¬ 
tradictory of the counter-opposite ; otherwise, it would be useless to ima¬ 
gine differences of delimiting circumstances, for differences of delimitations 
are not imagined for the purpose of showing the states of being produced 
and non-eternal. 

Nor is universal relation the not being the foundation or substratum 
of non-co-extension with the major term ; for, in the inference from cause 
to effect, there is not known any such non-co-extension with the major 
term. It is in fact another form of being the foundation of that which is 
not the foundation of the major term. 

Nor is the universal relation of a thing the possession of the form 
which determines its relation to something else, for the characteristic of 
fire also has the function of determining relation to or the co-extension 
of smoke. It cannot be said that because of wider extension this is not 
the case ; for it is observed that, that which determines the pervasion f e.g., 
fire) has a wider extension (in other words, fire exists where there is no 
smoke), and the characteristic of Smoke also has a wider extension inas¬ 
much as there exists smoke pendant on the surface of the sky (e.g., in 
clouds). If therefore, a qualification be added for the purpose of excluding 
such instances, then it must be allowed that, that which determines the 
characteristic of being the middle term ( vycipya ), the same is intended to 
determine the characteristic of being co-extended, and hence there is the 
fallacy of self-dependence ( atmasraya ). The view also that two things are 
universally related, when the one possesses the form of determining the co¬ 
existence of the other in a common substratum, is fallacious in the same way. 

In reply to the above objections, we may proceed to state as follows : 

pervasion or universal relation is a non-accidental relation ; while by the 
15 
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non-acciclental is meant co-existence in the same substratum with 


a variably present sadhya or that which has to be proved ( i.e., the major 
term which is predicated of the minor, in the conclusion), of all those in 
which the mark or middle term is sometimes present and sometimes 
absent, or co-existence in the same substratum with a sadhya co-existent 
with the absolute non-existence of the counter-opposites of all those which 
are the counter-opposites of the absolute non-existence co-existing in the 
same substratum with the mark. The meaning of the two expressions is 
co-existence in the same substratum with the sadhya which is not pervaded 
by anything that does not pervade the sadhana or the middle term; in 
other words, it is the characteristic of being pervaded by all that which is 
pervasive of the sddhya. It may be said that this is difficult to under¬ 
stand from the relative compound which has been employed here. For 
this reason there is need of observation and argument also. In other 
words, pervasion, vydpti, is co-existence in the same substratum with the 
sadhya which is not the counter-opposite of the absolute non-existence 
co-existing in the same substratum with the sadhana. By absolute non¬ 
existence is intended that which possesses the counter-opposite determined 
by the genera of iire-ness, etc. Therefore, even though in the smoke of the 
kitchen hearth there is co-existence in the same substratum with the’absolute 
non-existence of mountain fire, yet it is no fault, because there never arises 
the intuition that there is not fire in that which has smoke. Substance- 
ness, however, is never co-existent in the same substratum with the abso¬ 
lute non-existence of the characteristic of being in conjunction, for we 
never have the intuition that substance is not conjunct, because, although 
conjunctions singly do not appear in that which is the subject of 
pervasion, yet the generic quality of being conjunct appears in that 
which is the subject of pervasion, and is itself pervasive. 

Objection. —But the being non-accidental implies the absence 
of accident or adjunct, upadhi ; and upadhi itself is difficult to obtain. 


Answer. —It is not so. Because the characteristic of upadhi belongs 
to that which does not pervade the sadhana, i.e., the middle term, while 
it does pervade the sadhya, i.e., the major term. So it has been said, 
“ upadhi is that which is dependent upon another upadhi, (for determining 
non-accidentality), in the case of the sadhana, and which is not dependent 
upon another upadhi, (for determining non-accidentality), in the case of 
the sadhya .” 

Objection. —But the definition does not include an upadhi which is 
only non-pervasive of the sadhya. For example, Air is perceptible, because 
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it is the substratum of touch which is perceptible. Here the possession 
of developed colour is such an upddhi. So also is the characteristic of 
being produced by eating herbs (which might produce blackness), in, 
“ He is black, because he is the son of Mitra ” (a low-born woman). For, 
the possession of developed colour is not pervasive of perceptibility, since 
it does not exist in the perception of the Soul as well as of Attribute and 
Action ; nor is the characteristic of being produced by eating herbs per¬ 
vasive of blackness, since it does not exist in the case of the blackness of 
the black crow, cuckoo, cloud, black-berries, etc. 

Answer. —The objection is not valid. For, that which is non-perva¬ 
sive of the sddhana, while it is pervasive of the sadhya as finally deter¬ 
mined,—the same is intended as the upddki. And a sadhya becomes 
finally determined, when it is determined by a property, by determination 
by which the pervasiveness of the upddhi remains unbroken. In the in¬ 
stances given, the possession of developed colour is pervasive of percep¬ 
tibility by the determination or limitation of external substantiality, and 
is apprehended by agreement and difference. As regards the second 
instance, it has been ascertained in the works of Charaka, Sudruta, and 
other medical writers, that the characteristic of being produced by eating 
herbs is pervasive towards the sadhya determined by the blackness of a 
person, which can be produced (artificially). Other cases should be 
similarly understood. 

Objection. —Still it is not the meaning of the word, upddhi. An 
upadhi is something the property of which shines in another object, e.g., 
a China rose, etc., in reference to a crystal, etc. In the case of an un¬ 
equally pervaded upddhi, there being absence of the characteristic of 
that which can be pervaded, its property cannot shine in the approved 
sddhana. 

Answer. —This is true. The primary use of the word, upddhi, is 
only where it is equally pervaded (as the sadhya), e.g., in the possession 
of fire produced from moist faggots, (for wherever there is such fire, there 
is smoke, and vice versa). In other places, its use is secondary. The 
secondary sense infers variation, or deviation, according to the rule that, 
that which deviates from the pervader of something, also deviates from 
that thing. And there exists sddhana which deviates from the upddhi 
which is pervasive of the sadhya. Hence, that the sddhana deviates from 
the sadhya, and that, that which is not pervaded by that which pervades 
an object, is also not pervaded by that object, together infer that there 
is no proof of the characteristic of being pervaded, or brings forward a 
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contrary argument, satpratipaksa , * there being proof of the non-existence 
of the saclhya from the non-existence of the upddhi , which is pervasive 
of the sadhya, in the paksa, i. e., the subject, (which is the minor term). 
So it has been said, “ The disputant may bring forward an upadhi , go¬ 
verning the sadhya finally determined, even though it be divorced from 
the rule or determination of the sddhya maintained by the speaker, such 
upadhi being equally (a means of discrediting the conclusion, or) a source 
of satpratipak$a And such upadhi is brought forward by arguments 
adverse to the absence of arguments in favour of badha , obstruction, {i.e ., 
the certainty of the non-existence of the sddhya ), and deviation (i.e., the 
non-co-existence of the sadhana with the sddhya). 

It has been held that by the non-co-existence of which the non-co- 
existence of the sadhana with the sddhya arises, the same is upadhi . But 
here the instrumental case-ending is used to express neither instrument, 
nor means, nor mode, nor mark. Nor is the construction to be completed 
thus, By the non-co-existence of which being known , the non-co-existence 
of the sadhana with the sddhya becomes known ; for the definition, not 
applying to an unknown upadhi , would not apply to upddhis in obvious 
cases of non-co-existence. It is difficult to ascertain it (i.e., upadhi) 
significatively or by its significance, since it is impossible to formulate or 
invent, an upddhi without (first; establishing the characteristic of being 
the means of the inference of non-co-existence. The characteristic of 
being other than the paksa (or the subject of the conclusion), again, though 
suffering from the characteristic of an upddhi , is yet not an upddhi ; for, it 
would involve obstruction to itself, e . g., dubiousness and nofcone-pointed- 
ness in the paksa. For, if there is no doubt about it, then it is not a paksa ; 
if it is a pak$a, then doubt is necessary, and consequently, dubiousness 
and not-one-pointed-ness become certain. That which remains to be said 
on this topic, may be sought in the Mayukha ,—14. 

* A scitpratipakfci has been defined as “ an argument which contains a counter-mark 
capable of demonstrating the non-existence of that which has to be proved,” (vide Tarka- 
samgraha). 

Enumeration of fallacies . 

n s i * i 11 

Aprasidhah, unproved, ^frqfcscr: Anapade^ah, a fallacious mark. 

Asan, non-existent. Sandigdhah, dubious. ^ Cha, and. 

Anapadesah, A fallacious mark. 

15. The unproved is a false mark ; the non-existent 
and the dubious also are false nrnks,—131, 
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Upaskdra. —Now, with a view to distinguish (logical) marks (of inference), which have 
gono before as well as those which will come hereafter, from fallacious marks, ho begins 
the section of fallacies, and says : 


* Aprasiddhah ’ means that which is not pervaded or in universal 
relation, and that the universal relation of which lias not been observed, 
and that which is in opposite universal relation, i.e the contradictory. 
The word includes the two forms of the unproved, in point of universal 
relation or being pervaded, and the contradictory. ‘ Asan ’ means non¬ 
existent in the pah§a or the minor term, i. e ., that which has not the 
property or possibility of residing in the pak$a or subject. And this is 
due sometimes to the unreality of the form (attributed to the mark), and 
sometimes to the absence of uncertainty and the desire to prove (as) in 
the proof of that which has been already proved. ‘ Sandigdhah ’ means 
that which causes the doubt whether the sddhya be existent or non-exist¬ 
ent (in the subject of the conclusion). And this arises sometimes from the 
observation of a common property, sometimes from the observation of a 
non-common property, and sometimes from the observation of the mark 
accompanying the sddhya as well as its non-existence. The first is general 
multifarious, the second is particular multifarious, and the third is incon¬ 
clusive.—15. 

Fallacy illustrated . 

ihmwii 

jRJTril—Yaomat, because. frrraft Visani, (It) has horns. frWTfl Tasmat, 
therefore, A^vah, a horse. 

16. Because (it) has horns, therefore (it is) a horse.— 
132. 

Upaskdra.—Ol the above-mentioned false marks, he gives an illustration of a mark 
which is fallacious bccause’-it is not pervaded by the denotation of the major term, also 
because it is contradictory, and also because it is not known to exist in the form attri¬ 
buted to it: 

Where, the body of an ass becoming the paksa or subject of the 
conclusion, such confusion, as “ This is what is a horse, because it has 
horns,” due to the observation of the negative co-existence (or, simply, 
disagreement) that that which is not a horse is not homed as a hare, 
a jackal, a man, a monkey, etc., prevails, there it is an example of 
the not-pervaded, the unreal, and the contradictory marks (i.e., the 
fallacies of non-pervasion, unreality, and contradiction).—16. 

Above continued. 
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Yasm&t, because* f%qTnft‘ Visaui, (it) lias horns. rT€*TT?t Tasmat, 
therefore. t \ j : Gauh, a cow. ^ Iti, such, this. ^ Clia, and. 
Anaik^ntikasya, of a hot-one-pointed or many-sided mark. Udaha- 

ranatn, an example. 

17. And, “ Because (it) has horns, therefore (it is) a 
cow,” such is the example of a many-sided (mark).—133. 

Upaskdra .—He illustrates multifariousness : 

Where,"taking a buffalo as the paksa or subject, it is concluded that 
it is a cow because it has horns, there is general many-sided-ness. But 
when it is concluded that Ether is eternal because it is the seat of Sound, 
then there is particular many-sided-ness. So also in such examples as 
“Sound is non-eternal because it is sound,” there being no universal 
relation, there is only particular many-sided-ness. But when the sadhya 
or the middle term is proved (to exist) only in the pak$a or the minor 
term, by bringing forward arguments which exclude vipak$a* or contrary 
instances, it is then, that is, when co-existence with sapa«?af (or objects of 
the same class as the pak?a), becomes known, that the mark of inference 
is a valid mark, for a pah<ia% also must be a sapak^a. 

There, (i.e., in the fifteenth Sutram above), the unproved is 
that which is not proved by pervaded appearance in the pakm. And 
it is three-fold : («) unproved in point of being pervaded, <b) unproved 
as such or by itself, (i.e., in respect of the form attributed to it!, and (o) 
unproved by substratum or situation. Of these, the unproved in point 
of being pervaded, is that of which the pervasion or invariable co-c-xist- 
ence has not been observed, whether from the non-observation of actually- 
existing pervasion, or from the non-existence of pervasion. Hence the 
non-existence of favourable arguments, etc., are different kinds of the un¬ 
proved. And this invalid mark has a thousand divisions according to the 
diversity of impassibility of predicate, impossibility of subject, impossi¬ 
bility of both, uncertainty and impossibility of predicate, uncertainty and 
impossibility of subject, uncertainty and impossibility of both, and so 
on. And in all these cases, only absence of proof can be discerned. 

Here the idea is this : The mark of inference is of three kinds only, 
according to its division into the purely positive, the positive-and- 
negative, and the purely negative. Amongst these, the purely positive 


*Vipaksa is. that wherein the non-existence of that which has to bo proved, is certain. 
| Sapcikya is that wherein the existence of that which has to be proved, is certain, 
f Paksa or subject, is that wherein the existence of that which has to be proved, is 


4oubtfult 
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is an attribute belonging to all subjects of attributes, (he., objects); 
e.g ., knowableness, nameableness, qualifiability, predicability, absolute 
non-existence of annihilation in attributes, etc., destructible by the 
destruction of the substratum of the absolute non-existence of eternal 
substances, etc. For, no such thing exists, as that in which these 
attributes do not exist. The characteristic of the purely positive, there¬ 
fore, is that it penetrates everywhere, or that it is the counter-opposite 
of absolute non-existence. Though these exist in themselves also, (and 
so that uniformity of the mutual distinction of the container and the 
contained, is violated), that is no fault ; for it has been said, “ In the 
case of appearance or existence (of one thing in another), recourse 
should be had to proof, and not to that which establishes difference and 


non-difference.” 

That mark is purely positive, of which the sddhya is purely positive. 
Of this there are four forms, namely, existence of the paksa, existence of 
the sapakw, unobstructed ness, and the not being confronted with a satpra - 
tipakva or equally valid argument to the contrary, which are the means 
of leading to inference. The same, together with the non-existence of the 
vipak^a , are the five forms of thepositive-and-negative. With tine exception 
of the existence of the sapaksa , the remaining are the four forms of the 
purely negative. That'mark, therefore, is a mere semblance, i.e., a false 
mark, which is void of one or another of all the forms which, as a true mark, 
it might possess as the means of leading to an inference. Accordingly, 
the characteristic of being a false mark or fallacy, is the being void of one 
or another of the forms which are the means of leading to an inference. 
Hence doubt also, like certainty, about the void ness of one or another 
of these forms, is an obstruction to inference, and proof of the inconciu- 
siveness of the mark put forward by the speaker. But the purely 
positive and purely negative marks do not become fallacies by being 
void of one or another of their forms; because, in the case of the 
purely positive, non-existence of the vipaksa , and in the case of the purely 
negative, existence of the sapahqa, lack the characteristic of being the 
means of leading to an inference. Similarly, the unproved by situation 
(e.g., a castle in the air), the unproved by itself {e.g., a golden lion), and 
the unproved in part, are fallacies by reason of the absence of that form 
which is existence of the paksa ; the unproved in point of being pervaded, 
the contradictory, and the general many-sided, are fallacies by reason of 
defect in that form which is non-existence of vipaksa ; the particular many- 
sided and the inconclusive are fallacies by reason of defect as regards ex¬ 
istence of the sapak§a ; the obstructed and the confronted with an equally 
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valid argument to t^ 16 contrary, are fallacies by reason of the absence of 
the characteristics of not being obstructed and of not being confronted with 
an equally valid argument to the contrary. So also, accidental-ness and 
inapplicability do not lead to inference, because of the absence of certainty 
of the non-existence of the vipak^a ; absence of favourable argument, and 
unfavourable argument, also do not lead to inference because of the 
absence of certainty of the non-existence of the vipak^a. In like manner, 
apparent (but fallacious) examples, inadequate in regard to the sadhya, or 
in regard to the sadhana, or in regard to both, if invalid as being fallacies, 
are so through the uncertainty of the existence of the sapaksa. If they 
are fallacious by themselves as being examples in appearance only, 
yet they are so mediately through the mark which is the same uncer¬ 
tainty of existence of the sapaksa. 

Marks of which the positiveness or agreement is not manifest, and 
marks of which the negativeness or difference is not manifest, however, 
are resolved only into the insufficient, the inopportune, and the ground 
of defeat. 

Self-dependence, mutual dependence, circle in an argument, and 
infinite regression, by unsettling the certainty of universal relation or per¬ 
vasion, become deficient in respect of one or the other of the forms of 
existence of the sapaksa and non-existence of the vipahsa, and thei'eby 
acquire the nature of fallacies. 

Amongst these fallacies, that is accompanied with non-co-existence, 
which causes doubt alternating between the existence and the non¬ 
existence of the sadhya. The contradictory is that fallacy which produces 
certainty of the non-existence of the sadhya. The unproved is that which 
is void of pervasion, existence in the paksa, and proving. According to 
Kaslyapa, obstruction and an equally valid argument to the contrary are 
not independent fallacies. Of these, obstruction resolves itself either as 
the unproved by situation, or as the many-sided ; as it has been said, 
“ In obstruction ( badha ), the mark is either non-existent in the pak$a, or 
is many-sided.” An equally valid argument to the contrary, also, by 
causing doubt in respect of pervasion or invariable co-existence, etc., in 
other places, really resolves itself into the many-sided, etc. 

The writer of the vritti, however, says that the word, ‘cha,’ in the 
Sutram, (III, i, 15, ibid.), has the sense 

of bringing forward bddhd (obstruction), and satpratipaksa (an equally 
valid argument to the contrary), and thereby follows the view of Gautama 
as expressed in the sAtram, “ Fallacies are five, that which is accompanied 
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With non-co-existence, the contradictory, that which is identical with the 
pafesa, that which is identical witli the sadhya and that which is past in 
time,” (Nyhya Sfttrain,,!. ii.4). But, from such statements as “ The contra¬ 
dictory, the unproved, and tbe dubious, declared Kfttfyapa, are no marks,” 
it appears that the Stifcrakara, (i.e., Kanada), himself was inclined to 
uphold the threefoldness of fallacy. The word ‘ cha,’ however, has the 
object of bringing forward what has been stated before. 

This is the idea. I have not dilated upon it for fear of increasing 
the bulk of the book. More details should bo sought in Mayuklia. —17. 


Atm^-indriya-artha-sannikarsat, from contact of the 
soul, the sense, and the object. ^ Yat, which. Nispadyate, is produced. 

rTfl fat, that. Anyat, other, different. 

18. That (i.e., knowledge) which is produced from 
the contact of the soul, the sense, and the object, is other 
(than a false mark)—134. 

Upaskdra .—He now points out the result of the analysis of fallacies : 

From the contact of th,e soul, the sense, and the object, it is know¬ 
ledge that is produced. And it is a mark of tbe existence of the soul, and, 
as such a mark, is different from the unproved, the contradictory, and 
the many-sided, that is to say, is not a fallacy. Thus, knowledge is, in 
two ways, a mark of the existence of the soul; either by the infer¬ 
ence that knowledge must reside somewhere, because it is an effect, like 
colour, etc., or by assuming the form of recognition, e.g., “I who saw am 
the same asl who am touching.” In the former case, eiTectness belonging 
to knowledge is not unproved, because of the assertion “ (that) which is 
produced;” nor it is contradictory, for here, as in all other instances of 
analoguous inference or inference from a samdnyatodrista or commoniy- 
observed mark, there can be no contradiction ; nor is it many-sided, for the 
very same reason. So that by means of the commonly-observed charac¬ 
teristic, appertaining to it, viz., of being ail effect or an attribute, know¬ 
ledge truly becomes a mark of the existence of the soul. Recognition, 
again, resiling from other agents, resolves into having but one agent or 
cause. 


(The Bauddha theory criticised.) 

Objection .—Recognition may be also due entirely to the relation of 
effect and cause subsisting between understanding and consciousness. 
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Answer. —This cannot be, as it would entail recognition also of the 
understandings of the disciple and the preceptor. 

Objection. —But the relation of the matter {i.e., knowledge which 
causes 'activity or inclination) and the form does not exist there; and that 
relation is the exciting cause of recognition. 


Answer. —‘Matter,’ having the property of Substance, cannot possibly 
exist in the understanding (which is an attribute). Even if its existence 
were possible, understandings being momentary, recognition of what was 
perceived before, would not be possible. For, no impression is thrust into 
subsequent understandings by a previous understanding, since you do not 
admit the existence of an abiding impression. And if it consists of the 
form of a stream of temporary understandings, it cannot be the cause of 
recollection at another time, nor of recognition. 

Objection. —The stream of subjective consciousness, which is really 
different from the stream of objective consciousness, is that which recollects 
as well as that which recognises. 

Answer. —If it is permanent, then our object is fulfilled. If it is of 
the form of a stream of temporary understandings, then it lias not yet 
freed itself from the fault already pointed out; for then even there can be- 
no permanent impression. Moreover, proof is* wanting that it is something 
different from objective consciousness. 

Objection. —Proof is supplied by the stream of understandings, ‘ I am,’ 

‘ I am,’ and so on. 

Answer. —May be. But if here states of objective consciousness take 
in or receive as their matter, only the subjective consciousness, then, in 
the absence of the characteristic of being the matter, from the states of 
objective consciousness, their efficient causality also will disappear; for 
efficient causality is derived from the characteristic of being pervaded by 
the characteristic of the material cause. 

Objection. —Let there be no efficient causality also. 

Answer. —In that case, their existence also is gone. For the cha¬ 
racteristic of an entity or real substance is that it is the means of serving 
necessary purposes. 

Objection. —Both the streams are received, as material, jointly by 
the stream of objective consciousness and the stream of subjective 
consciousness. 

Answer. —If it is so, then what fault has been committed by conjunc¬ 
tion of wholes made up of parts, etc., when you also admit that a cause 
can operate at a different place ? 
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Therefore, recognition proves, as being permanent, the soul which is 
inferred by knowledge, as its substratum. Hence nothing remains 
unproved. 

Or, the sutram, is calculated to 

refute the Samkhya theory that the understanding, being eternal, is not 
fit to infer the soul as its cause. It should be, then, interpreted thus : 
what you call the principle or entity, viz., the understanding, is nothing 
but knowledge; for, there is the statement of synonyms, namely, “ under¬ 
standing, comprehension, knowledge.” And it is produced from the 
contact of the soul, etc., and is really other than the inner sense the 
existence of which you admit. This is the meaning. The import, there¬ 
fore, is that that does become the mark of the existence of the soul.—18. 

Vivriti. —He gives another proof of the existence of the Soul: 

From ‘ contact,’ i.e., of the mind with the * object of the sense,’ 
which is the ‘soul,’ in other words, from the conjunction of the soul and 
the mind, the ‘ knowledge which is produced,’ in the form of “ I am happy,” 
etc., is ‘ different,’ i.e., other than inference, as a proof of the existence 
of the Soul. This is a roundabout way of indicating that knowledge 
produced by the cognition of the soul and the mind, is perceptual, since 
the definition of perception is knowledge produced from the contact of the 
senses and objects. Although such perception does not prove the soul 
as different from the body, etc., yet, as it proves the soul in general, it is 
unobstructed. This is the import. 

Or, the sutram states that the mark which infers the soul, is not a 
false mark. 

^ tpntuufa i'v qrsr uu 

STffrTfHfTft Pravritti-nivritti, activity and inactivity, occupation and 
withdrawal. ^ Cha and. Protyag-atmani, in the in-going or 

in-dwelling soul, in one’s own soul. & Driste, observed. Paratra, 

elsewhere, of other souls, faff* Liftgam, mark. 

19. Ancl activity and inactivity, observed in one’s 
own soul, are the mark of (the existence of) other souls.—135. 

Upnskdv a.—Having described the inference of one’s own soul, he now shows the 
inference of other souls : 

Traty ag-&tmani ’ means in one’s own soul. ‘ Pravritti-nivritti’ are 
particular volitions caused by desire and aversion. By them are produced 
bodily actions, characterised as ^tJT or muscular motion, of which the ob¬ 
jects are the acquisition of the agreeable and the avoidance of the 
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agreable. So that, on observing muscular motion in another body, the 
inference of another soul takes place in the following manner : This mus¬ 
cular motion must have been produced by volition, because it is muscular 
motion, as is my muscular motion. And that volition, is th product of a 
soul, or is seated in a. soul, because it is volition, as is my volition.—19. 

Here ends the first chapter of the third book in the Commentary of 
$aftkara upon the Vai^esika Aphorisms. 


Book Third—Chapter Second. 


Mark of the existence of Mind. 

ftrjfH m i h 11 m . 

^T1 AtmendriyArthasannikarse, on contact of the Soul with 

the senses and their objects. j f f S R H Jnanasya, of knowledge, *pr: Bhavah, 
existence, production, appearance, ^fvrr^: Abhavah, non-existence, non- 
production’non-appearance. ^ Cha, and. *r?p=p Manasah, of the Mind. 
Lingam, Mark. 

]. The appearance and non-appearance of knowledge, 
on contact of the Soul with the senses and their objects, are 
the marks (of the existence) of the Mind. —136. 

Vpaak&ra.— Distinction of real and fallacious marks is the subject-matter of the 
(preceding) chapter. Now, going to bring the examination of the Soul to a close, the author, 
by a transgression of the order of enumeration (of the Substances) (vide. I. i. 5), introduces 
the examination of the Mind, and says : 

He will say that the movement of the Mind is the mark (of the Soul). 
If, therefore, Mind is found on examination to he the instrument or means 
of knowledge, and as being dense, moulded, or ponderable ( 5 ifrr ), then it 
becomes proved that the Soul is that, being directed by which, the Mind 
comes to be connected with the sense apprehensive of the desired or agree¬ 
able object, rather than with any other sense. This is the reason of the 
violation of the order of enumeration. The meaning is that the Mind is 
that which, there being contact of the Soul with the sense and its object, 
being connected with the sense, there is production of knowledge, and 
which not being so connected with the sense, there is non-production of 
knowledge. 

Objection .—Mind is all-pervading or universal. Nevertheless, non¬ 
simultaneity of knowledge can be inferred from this alone that Mind 
possesses the property of an instrument. Moreover, Mind is universal 
because, like Time, it is a substance void of any distinctive attribute; 
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Soul, it is the substratum of Conjunction which is the 
non-combiuative cause of knowledge ; and because, like Ether, it possesses 
the absolute non-existence of Touch ; and there are similar other proofs 
of its universality. 

Answer. —it is not so. If Mind were universal or all-pervading, 
then as it would be connected with all the senses, there would be only one 
cognition including all the senses (■ i.e ., omni-sensuous). If it-be replied 
that (objection) such is not the case, because there is a contrariety amongst 
the effects ; we deny this, ( answer) for a complete cause does not take 
notice of contrariety and non-contrariety whereby it might be apprehensive 
of the contrariety of the characteristics of belonging to perception by the 
eye, the organ of taste, etc. It cannot be said, (objection) “ Or, it (cogni¬ 
tion) may be of a variegated form like variegated colour, as it is in the 
case of eating some pudding,” (where perceptions of taste, flavour, etc., 
take place all together); for, ( answer) even there attention or attachment 
to a particular object (i.e., taste or flavour, etc.) is observed. Nor can 
it be asked, (objection) “How then does the complex belief arise, viz., ‘ I 
perceive Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch simultaneously’ ?”; for, (answer) 
it is merely a sense of simultaneity in respect of the five cognitions, pro¬ 
duced by the swiftly moving Mind and presented in memory. It cannot 
be objected that attention to particular objects is also dependent upon 
the property of the instrument, for the answer has already been given. 
If it be maintained ( objection ) that attention depends upon the desire to 
understand; we deny this, for, ( answer) on that supposition, it would follow 
that when there was a desire to understand all, there would be a total 
presentation of all objects, whereas the only result of a desire to under¬ 
stand is connection of Mind with the sense percipient of the object desir¬ 
ed. Inasmuch, therefore, as non-simultaneity of cognition is otherwise 
impossible, the Mind is proved to possess a minimum of divisibility. 
Consequently, the marks of universality are obstructed by proof which 
comprehends or infers the subject. Moreover, if the Mind were all-per¬ 
vading, then there would not be such local character of pleasure, etc., as 
in “pleasure in my foot,” “pain in my head,” etc.; for, the effects of 
‘universal substances’ uniformly appear in places delimited by their non- 
combinative causes. It cannot be said that in our view also it follows 
that pleasure, etc., are confined to the place of the atom ; for, the rule is 
that a non-combinative cause really produces an extensive effect at its own 
place, so that there is no opposition to their production even beyond the 
limits of their instrumental causes, e.g., sandal-wood, etc. It cannot be 
urged, “Mine too is request for remoteness from the instrument causes; ” 




a use, like the 
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sarily become beginningless. It cannot be said that owing to tlie differ¬ 
ence of their limitations (i.e., substrata wherein they take place), both 
of them remain uncontradicted ; for, the difference of the limitations of 
conjunction and disjunction depends upon their own causes, whereas in 
the case of the difference of things which, have no beginning, such depen¬ 
dence dees not exist. This is the direction.—1. 

Mind is a substance, and is eternal. 

^Tr^TT^ IU i r i r 11 

ACT Tasya, its, of the mind. Dravyatva-nityatve, substance- 

ness and eternality. Vayuua, by Air. sJTHJSlfcr Vyakliydte, explained. 

2. The Substance-ness and eternality of Mind are 
explained by (the explanation of the Substance-nesa and 
eternality of) Air.—137. 

Upasktira. —Now, it may be asked, “The perception of pleasure, etc., is producible 
by an instrument, because it is an act, like the perception of Colour : from inference in this 
way, or by the non-production of simultaneous cognition, Mind is proved as the instrument 
of that perception. But whence does it derive its Substanco-ness, and eternality Hence 
lie says: 

As the ultimate atom of Air, inferred from Substance made up of 
parts, is a Substance, because it possesses attribute and action ; so Mind, 
inferred by the non-production of simultaneous cognition, is a Substance, 
because it posseses attribute. For it is not productive of cognition, without, 
conjunction with the sense, whereby it might appear that possession of 
attribute does not belong to it. Moreover, the presentation of pleasure, 
etc., (to the Soul) must have a sense as its instrument, because it is a 
presentation, like the presentation of Colour, etc. Hence Mind is proved 
as an instrument or sense. And the being a sense means the being the 
foundation or seat of the conjunction of the Mind which is the instrument 
of cognition ; so that the Subtance-ness of Mind is proved without much 
ado. And its eternality follows from its not being made up of any 
other Substance. And this latter characteristic follows from the absence 
of any proof for the supposition of its being made up of parts.—2. 

Mind is one. 

A ' 
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B^taiPT'T’nrct PrayatnfiyaugapadySt, from the non simultaneity of voli¬ 
tions. 5TRrat*TWni JnanayAugapady&t, from the non-simultaneity of cogni¬ 
tions. ^-Cha, and. ii^h Ekam, one. 

3. From the non-simultaneity of volitions, and from 
the non-simultaneity of cognitions, (it follows that there is 
only) one (Mind) (in each organism)—138. 

Upuskuru.— Then the doubt arises whether there be one Mind, or more t han one Mind, 
existing in each individual body. lie states the means of decision : 

“ Mind in each organism ” is the complement of the Sutram. 

If there were many Minds in a single organism, then cognitions 
and volitions would be simultaneous. It is not a valid conclusion that 
many volitions are produced at one and the same time, because simulta¬ 
neous actions are observed in the lingers of the hands and the toes of the 
feet of a dancing girl ; for, that being explained or possible by the swift 
movement alone of the Mind, simultaneity of the necessary or correspond¬ 
ing particular attributes of the Soul in their indestructible state, is not 
obtained. Hereby (i.e., by the non-simultaneity of the necessary parti¬ 
cular attributes of the Soul in their indestructible state), the theory that 
in one and the same body there are fi ve Minds, and that on the conjunc¬ 
tion of two, three, four or five of them with their respective senses, two, 
three, four or five cognitions are simultaneously produced, is refuted, 
as it would entail a superfluity of supposition ; while the sense of , 
simultaneity is upheld fas an illusion). The implication of the simul¬ 
taneity of two cognitions, e.g., the cognitions “bitter treacle,” produced 
by the connection of the Mind with the sense-organ of Touch, under the 
limitation of the sense-organ of Taste, also does not exist in view of the 
property [i.e., of rapid transition) of the instrument or internal sense, (i.e., 
Mind). Action also in the two parts of a lizard, snake, etc., cut into 
two or three pieces, arises from the impact of the chopper, etc., or the 
rapid transition of the Mind, or the invisible operation of another (and 
barren) Mind which has just slipped off from a liberated Soul. 

The view that Mind is really a whole made up of parts, like a 
leech, and that by its contraction and expansion, like those of a leech, 
simultaneity and non-simultaneity of cognitions are respectively produced, 
is opposed by the fault of l'edundaucy in the supposition of its parts. 
This is the direction.—3. 

Marks of the existence of the Soul. 
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Prana-Ap&na-Nimesa-U»me$a- 
Jivana-Manogati-lndriyantaravik&ral.], ascending life-breath, descending 
life-breath, closing the eyelids, opening the eyelids, life, the movement 
of the Mind, and affections of the other senses, Sukha- 

Dhupkha^chchha-Dvesa-Prayatna-Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, and 
Volition. =rr Cha, and. Atmanah, of the Soul. r%SfTR Lihgani, 

marks. 



4. The ascending life-hreatli, the descending life- 
breath, the closing of the eye-lids, the opening of the eye¬ 
lids, life, the movement of the Mind, and the affections of 
the other senses, and also Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion, 
and Volition are marks (of the existence) of the Soul.—139. 

ttpaskcira ,— Now, showing the purpose of the violation of the order of enumeration, 
lie says, with a view to complete the enquiry into the Soul: 

It must not be imagined that cognition itself is the only mark of 
the Soul. There are also the ascending life-breath, etc., which are the 
marks of the Soul. Thus that is surely the Soul in consequence of the 
volition, of which the upward and downward motions in the air moving 
within the body and characterised as the ascending and the descending 
life-breath, take place, not being possible otherwise than by volition, 
just as the throwing upward and the throwing downward of a pestle, etc., 
(in a mortar, etc.), are not possible without volition. For, Air, the nature 
of which is to blow obliquely, cannot undergo such change of nature 
without volition. It cannot be said that two bodies of Air flowing in 
opposite directions and producing different effects may, like two similar 
bodies of water, have an upward motion. For, were this the case, there 
would be then the upward motion only but not the downward motion, 
nor the oblique motion as in exsufHation or blowing by the mouth. 
There is then a being, who, by his volition, impels the air upwards or 
downwards. It cannot be asked how there could be upward and down¬ 
ward motions of the ascending and descending life-breaths in a state of 
deep or dream-less sleep; for, at that time, though volition proper does 
not exist, there exists another kind of volition which is called volition 
the source of vitality. In like manner, the closing and the opening of 
the eye-lids also infer a presiding agent in the organism. Thus the 
closing of the eye-lids (n' : me$a) is an action which produces the conjunc¬ 
tion of the lids of the eye ; unmem or the opening of the eye-lids is an 
action which produces their disjunction. These two actions, being 
constantly produced without any visible cause, such as molecular motion, 
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impact, etc., are not produced otherwise than by volition. As the dancing 
of a wooden manikin depends upon some one’s volition, so also does the 
dancing of the eye-lids. Thereby an entity, possessing volition, is inferred. 
Similarly, life also is a mark of the Soul. Thus by the word ‘ life ’ the 
effects of vitality, such as growth, the building up of wounds, fractures, 
etc., are indicated by implication. So that as the owner of a house builds 
up a broken edifice or enlarges a building which is too small, so the 
presiding agent of the organism effects, by food, etc., the increase or 
enlargement of the organism which is to him in the stead of a habita¬ 
tion, and with medicine and the like, causes what is wounded to grow 
again, and broken hands and feet to grow together again. Thus like 
the master of a hcfuse, a guardian of the body is also proved. In the 
same way, the movement of the Mind also is a mark of the Soul. Thus 
it has been proved, in the foregoing section, that the Mind is something 
moulded or ponderable ( md'rta ) and that it is indivisible. Its applica¬ 
tion to a sense percipient of the desired object is dependent upon desire 
and attention. So that the inference is that the Soul is that being 
whose desire and attention direct the Mind, as a boy standing at the 
corner of a room sends a top or a ball of lac hither and thither within 
the room itself. 

It may be objected, “ The dancer of the wooden manikin, the master 
of a house, or the boy (referred to above) is not different from his body, 
so that he could be adduced as an example. Moreover, it is the body 
which is the seat of consciousness inasmuch as it is the object of the sense 
of 1-ness [aharhMra ); for, there are “ I am fair,” “ I am stout,” ‘ and the 
like intuitions which are co-extensive with I-ness. It may be urged that, 
on this theory, a man would not recollect in his youth or old age what 
he perceived in his boyhood, because as in the case of a difference of 
bodies, like those of Chaitra and Maitra, so here too there would be no 
recognition, on the maxim, “ One does not remember what another saw.” 
Here we may point out that Chaitra and Maitra being two different 
currents, there may not. be any correlation, whereas (in the case of a single 
individual) in spite of the differences of boyhood and youth, the current 
being the same, correlation by means of the relation of cause and effect 
will be possible.” To this argument we will reply that it would follow, 
on the above theory, that the son also would remember what was 
perceived by the father. If it be rejoined that perception of the difference 
of body prevents this, we reply that correlation (in the form of recollection) 
will not be possible also in the case of an old man who perceives his 
present body only as different from the body which he had as a boy, 
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also that there is no perception of the difference of body for a boy 
who has never known his father. In “ My body,” the sense of I-ness 
appears as identical with the sense of ‘ My-ness ’ (and not as identical 
with the intuition of the body). If it he replied that the same holds good 
in the case of “My Soul” also; we reply that it does not, because the 
use of ‘ My ’ is there tropical, since the genitive may be used even where 
there is no difference, as in “ The head of Rahu ” (Rahu being all head). 
The consequences of killing, etc. (i.e., Merits and Demerits) also will 
not result to the agent or doer, as his body will be different and different 
(at every stage of transmigration). Further, (on your theory), conscious¬ 
ness being limited to the bTidtas or elements (which constitute the body 
and are different at every new birth), if a man desires’ a sinful act, he 
will escape the consequences of his own acts, and there will be also the 
defect of the acquisition of the results of acts not done by him who 
experiences them. This is the point. 

“ From the affections of the other senses.”—For surely is observed 
an overflow of the salivary juice, induced by a strong desire for the taste, 
of one who, after experiencing the particular taste, accompanied by the 
particular colour, of an orange or a ehira-villva, observes such fruit again. 
Now, this cannot take place without the -inference of the acid taste ; nor 
the inference, without the recollection of the universal relation or invari¬ 
able co-existence (of the taste and the colour); nor the recollection, with¬ 
out impression ( Sathskdra); nor the impression, without the experience 
of the universal relation ; nor the experience, without repeated observation. 
This concatenation of cognitions, standing to one another in the relation 
of cause and effect, cannot be possible without (the existence of) a self¬ 
same agent. Thus there is the SAtram of Gautama. “ From the affections 
of the other senses.” (Nyaya-Sutram, III. i. 12). 

Pleasure and the like also are to be regarded, like cognition, as 
marks of the Soul. Thus pleasure and the like must reside somewhere 
or must reside in some substance, because they are things which are 
produced, or qualities like colour, etc. Hence an inference by analogy, 
accompanied by an exclusion of other possibilities, takes for its subject 
inherence or residence in a Substance other than the eight Substances. 
For the proposition that desire which does not reside in Earth and seven 
other Substances, resides in a Substance, is not complete unless it assumes 
as its mood the being resident in a Substance other than the eight Subs¬ 
tances. Where, however, exclusion of other possibilities does not appear 
at first, there the being resident in a Substance other than the eight 
substances, will have to be proved by argument from effect to cause or 
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This is the distinction. It is absurd to say that 
inference has only the mood of that which determines the universal rela¬ 
tion ; for that alone is the mood there, without which the intuition or 
inference would not result. Otherwise, in “ A dyad not being resident 
in an effect, must reside somewhere, because it is a whole made up 
of parts,” and such other cases, there would be no inference having for 
its mood the being resident in a non-effect.—4. 

Soul is a substance, and is eternal. 

utn surwra M I H IM 


3TO Tasya, its, of the Soul, Dravyatva-nityatve, Substance-ness 

and eternality. Vfiyuna, by Air. Vyfikhyfite, explained. 

5. Its Substance-ness and eternality are explained by 
(the explanation of the Substance-ness and eternality of) 
Air.—140. 


Upaskdra .—Well, granted that there is proof of a fixed Soul. But whence is it eter¬ 
nal, and whence is it a Substance ? To meet this objection, he says : 

As there is no proof for the supposition of parts in the ultimate 
atom of Air, and therefore Air is eternal, so also in the case of the Soul. 
As the ultimate atom of Air is a Substance, because it possesses attributes, 
so also is the Soul. This is the meaning.—5. 


Objections : 1. Mark of the Soul, not visible. 

sRTCtT : Yajnadattah, He is Yajnadatta. 51% lti, this, Sannikarse, 

there being contact. PratyaksabhavAt, from the absence of per¬ 

ception. Because there is no perception. ^ Dristam, visible, rajf Lihgam, 
mark. Na, not. Vidyate, exists. 

6. There is no visible mark (of the existence of the 
Soul), because there being contact (of the senses with the 
body of Yajnadatta), perception does not arise that this Soul 
is Yajnadatta.—141. 

Upaskara .—He cites an objection of tho opposite party to the foregoing conclusion : 

There being contact, if no such perception take place as “ This is 
Yajnadatta,” then there is no visible mark, i.e., no mark the universal 
relation of which with the sadhya or what has to be proved, has been 
grasped by perception. The meaning is that as smoke, perceived as 
accompanying fire which is perceptible, is a visible mark in the case of fire, 
so there is no such visible mark which can establish the existence of the 
Soul—6. 
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2. Analogy does not prove Sold as such. 

iu i r i«n 

Samanyato-dristat, from a commonly-observed or analogous 
mark. Cha, and. STreWT: Avi^esah non-particular. Not a thing in particular 
or as such. 

7. An ri from a commonly-observed mark (there is) no 
(inference of anything in) particular. 142. 

Upaskdra .—Lest it might be urged, “ Although no visible mark exists, the universal 
relatioi of which has been observed by perception, yet a s i ml nyatodriitam, or commonly- 
observed or analogous mark, will be the mark, for it is not that there can be no inference 

from that,” therefore the objector says : 

A commonly-observed mark also becomes a mark of inference. But 
it does not prove the Soul as Soul, nor as a Substance over and above 
the eight Substances. It would only prove that desire, etc., must be resi¬ 
dent somewhere. And this does not suggest the thought of a Soul. Tnis 
is the meaning. Therefore it is stated, “ Not a thing in particular. 7. 

3 —Therefore Soul proved by Revelation. 

Tasm&t, therefore, because the Soul cannot be proved by 
reasoning. vpifr*: Agamikah, scriptural, proved by the revealed texts. 

8. Therefor© (the Soul is) proved by Revelation. 14o. 

Upaskura.—Are then the texts of the Vedas, for instance, “He is the Soul, in whom all 
sins aro killed,” etc., meaningless ? Apprehending this, the same objector says : 

The Soul is really proved by Revelation only, but not by inference, 
since visible and commonly-observed marks do not exist. Therefore, 
mental vision of the principles or essences of things results from the.proper 
hearing of the Upanmds, and not from the course of intellection. So 
that this Regulation (le., the Vai^ika system), which teaches intellec¬ 
tion, is no regulation. For, it is observed in the case of “ ten ghosts, 
swimming across the river,” etc., that the cognition of the person who has 
representation of these things in his consciousness, arises only from the 
very instructions l that ten ghosts dwell on this tree, that such and.such 
an object floats across the river, etc.j.—8. 

Objections answered. 

•• * i ^ 1 * 11 

*5H.Aham, 1. Iti, this. ^abdasya, of the word. 

Vyatirek&t, exclusion, non-application, divergence, abhorrence, sf Na, not, 
Agamikam, Seriptural. Proved by Revelation, 
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9. (The proof of the existence of the Soul is) not (solely) 
from revelation, because of the non-application of the word 
‘ I’ (to other designates or objects).—144. 


UpciskAra. —To this objection of the first party, set forth in the three foregoing sfitras, 
the upholder of the doctrine of inference replies: 

Revelation alone is not the proof of the existence of the Soul; but 
the Soul is proved also by the inference that the word ‘ I,’ or the word 
‘Soul,’ must have some designate (or objective reality corresponding to it), 
because it is a word, like the word, water-pot, etc. Lest it might be said 
that it is Earth, etc., which are its designates, so he says, “ Because of 
non-application,” in other words, because of the non-application or diver¬ 
gence of the word ‘ I’ from Earth, etc. For, there never arises any such 
use of language or intuition as “ I am Earth,” 11 1 am Water, I am 
Fire,” “ I am Air,” I am Ether,” “ I am Time,” 1 am Space,” “ I am 
Mind.” If you object that such intuition or use arises with respect to 
the body, we reply that it does not, for it would then entail such intuition 
or use with respect to the bodies of others ; if, that it arises with respect 
to one’s own body, we reply that it is not so, for ‘ one’s own or one s self, 
as different from the Soul, has no meaning or is not proved by etymology, 
and because the intuition, “My body,” proceeds upon a difference of 
substrata. It cannot be said, {objection) “ Well, but this too is an inference 


by analogy which however does not end with a particular thing, and is 
therefore defective;” for, ( answer ) in the word ‘1, 1-ness or Roul-ness 
itself forms the specification or distinction. So that on the strength of 
the property of its being an attribute of the subject of the argument 
(pak$a), it follows that I-ness is the cause of the inference of the Soul, and 
as it is not common to any other object, therefore the particular object 
(or the Soul in particular) is proved. Similarly, there is proof of the parti¬ 
cular object fi'om the analogous inference or commonly observed mark 
accompanied with the exclusion of other possibilities. The objection 
which has been made, namely, “ From ‘ hearing' alone results realization 
or intuition of the Soul; what is the need of all this proof ?”, is not 
sound. For, without reflection or intellection, the dross of unbelief in 
wavering minds cannot be purged away ; without this purification, there 
can be no aptitude in them for constant meditation ; and without constant 
meditation, there can be no realization of truth or intuition of the Soul, 
which is capable of uprooting false knowledge together with desires or 
appetencies, as it is from habit only that a sad lover suddenly comes to 
have a mental realization of his beloved lady, and because verbal or 
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inferential knowledge is not capable of uprooting false knowledge, as is 
seen in the case of delusion in respect of direction in Space, etc. This 
is the import. 

If it be asked, “ Still how can a sign or indication (of its existence) 
be apprehended in the Soul which is imperceptible ?”, we reply, “ Who has 
ever said that the Soul is not perceptible? On the contrary, the Soul is 
apprehended by its proxmity through or in the form of conjunction, to 
the Mind. Otherwise, how can there be such intuitions as * I am happy,’ 
* I know,’ ‘ I desire,’ ‘ I will,’ ‘ I feel pain,’ etc. ? For these intuitions are 
neither unsubstantial nor of doubtful substantiality, because like that of 
the perception of blueness, their substantiality is undoubted. Nor are they 
inferential or derived from marks, for they arise even without any know¬ 
ledge of marks. Nor again are they derived from verbal information or 
authority, for they do not follow upon enquiry for that.” If it be urged 
that they are appearances of perception (and not true perceptions), we 
reply that they must have then for their object something which is not 
apparent (i.e., real), for it will be shown in the sequel that that which 
is not an object of certain knowledge, cannot be applied by metaphor to 
or superimposed upon, another object.—9. 

Vivriti. —The sutram is illustrative. It should be known that in¬ 
ferences, as described above, by the marks of knowledge, etc., are also 
proofs of the existence of the Soul. 

Counter-objection stated. 

vfe dd^d ffrT H * i R i 11 

qfgr Yadi, if. 5? Dristam, observation. Anvaksam, sensuous. 

Aham, I. Devadattali, Devadatta. Aham, I. Yajnadattab, 

Yajhadatta. Iti, such. 

10. If (there are) such sensuous observations (or per¬ 
ceptions) as ‘I am Devadatta,’ ‘I am Yajuadatta,’(then 
there is no need of inference).—145. 

Upaskdra .—“ If this ba so ( i.e., if the Soul cam be known by sense-perception),” the 
objector says, “ then what is the need of inference ? ” 

The word ‘ iti ’ marks the form of knowledge. In * dristam,’ the 
affix ‘ kta ’ is used in a passive sense. ‘ Anvaksam ’ means sensuous or 
perceptual. Therefore the meaning is : if there is perceptual or sensuous 
observation in the form of ‘ This is Devadatta,’ ‘This is Yajuadatta,’ then 
what is the use of taking the trouble of making an inference ? “ For an 

elephant being in sight or observation, those who infer, do not infer 
it by its screaming.”—10. 
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Above answered. 

^ ^r: u ■ 

& Driste, (lit. Seen), grasped by perception. vjwfH Atmani, the soul. 
IHjf Linge, being accompanied with marks, Ekah, one. ijsr Eva, only. 

Dridliatv^t, because it becomes more firm or fixed, Pratyaksavat, 

like other percepts or perceptions. <nw: Pratyayah, intuition. Belief. 

11. As in the case of other percepts, so. if the Soul, 
which is grasped by perception, is also accompanied with, or 
comes at the top of, marks (from which it can be inferred), 
then, by means of confirmation, the intuition becomes 
fastened to one and only one object.—146. 

Upaskara .—To this) the advocate of inference says : 

‘ Driste,’ i.e., grasped by perception ; ‘ atmani ’ ; ‘ li/ige,’ i.e., having 
all its marks or causes developed ; ‘ eka eva,’ i. e., having one object only 
as its matter ; ‘ pratyayah ‘ Pratyayah ’ implies the expulsion of all 
apprehension of error. “ How can it be so?” Hence he says, ‘drridhatvat,’ 
i.e», because the current of proof is capable of removing the apprehension 
of its being otherwise. He gives an example, ‘ pratyaksavat’; i.e., as even 
when there is perception of water from a distance, yet inference of water 
by the mark of the baWids (water birds) is made for the purpose of corro¬ 
boration. So it has been said, “ Skilful logicians desire to understand by 
inference even what is grasped by perception.” The import here is this : 
Although at times the Soul really shines in mental perception, yet, like 
knowledge, produced by the flash of lightning, it does not derive so much 
fixity or permanence, being overclouded by such other conflicting percep¬ 
tions as “ I am fair,” “ I am lean,” and the like. Here another form of 
knowledge produced by marks which cannot but lead to their proper in¬ 
ference, confirms or fixes the very knowledge previously obtained from 
perception. Moreover, inference must be applied to the Soul owing to 
the desire to infer the knowledge that intellection of the Sonl as taught in 
the precepts “(The Soul) should be heard about, reflected upon,” and the 
like, is a means towards the realization of that which is desirable, i.e., the 
Supreme Good. Because if there be no intellection of the Soul, then cons¬ 
tant meditation would be impossible, and consequently there would be 
no realization of the Soul in the understanding, and so salvation would be 
impossible. This is the purport. 

The statement of the two separate intuitions, ‘ I am Devadatta,’ and 
“ I am Yajnadatta,” in the foregoing Sutram, is intended to show that 
there can be only individual intuition of every Soul.—11. 







TT^frT ^rfr^RRT^fft ^P7: h^i^i W 

%^tT-—D evadattah, Devadatta. Gachchhati, goes. — 

Yajnadattah, Yajnadatta. Gacliclihati, goes, ffif—Iti, such. These. 

^T^TTTrl — Upacharat, by transference. stfCV? —-^arire, in the body. ST^ni:— 
Pratyayah, intuition. Belief. 

12. ‘Devadatta goes,’ ‘Yajnadatta goes,’—in these 
cases, the belief (that their respective bodiesgo) is due to 
transference.—147. 

Upaskfira .—“ Well,” it may be objected, “ if the intuition, ‘I am Yajnadatta,' refers 
to the Soul, then the appearance (of the notion Yajnadatta) as co-existing in the same 
substratum with Going, as in ‘Yajnadatta goes,’ is impossible.” So ho says: 

For there are such intuitions as “ I am fair,” “I am stout,” and 
there is also such differential intuition as “ My body.” Now, in “ Devadatta 
goes,” the perception of co-existence with motion, and the use of language 
to express it, are tropical, whereas the intuition “ my ” is real as carrying 
its own meaning. Although the property of being Devadatta is a jdti , kind 
or genus, existing in the body, whereby the use of language as “ Devadatta 
goes ” is in the primary sense and the intuition is true in its own mean¬ 
ing, yet if the term Devadatta be applied to the Soul delimited by it, it is 
then to be understood as a transferred epithet. 

Another objection. 

H * i r iu ii 

sn*^**T: Sandigdhah, doubtful. Tu, however. Upacharah, 

Transference. 

13. The transference, however, is doubtful.—148. 

( Jpaskdra .—Here he apprehends (an objection): 

The word ‘ tu ’ points out the opponent’s view. The intuition and 
the use of the word, ‘ I,’ are observed both in respect of the Soul and the 
body. Therefore the doubt arises which intuition and expression be the 
primary, and which the secondary ones. —13. 

A hove answered. 

: 11 * 1*1 \H\\ 

ffiJH Aliam, I. fT?T Iti, this. Pratyag-atmani, in the in-going or 

individual Soui. *rm<l Bhav&t, because it exists, Paratra, otherwhere. 
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^ Abhavat, because it does not exist. Arthautara-pratyaksaU 

(Intuition) wherein the individual soul is the object of perception. 

14. Because the intuition ‘ I ’ exists in one’s own soul, 
and because it does not exist otherwhere, therefore the 
intuition lias the individual Soul as the object of perception. 
—149. 

Vpaskura. —He solves the doubt: 

‘ Arthantara-pratyaksah ’ is that intuition in which ‘ arthantaram,’ i.e., 
the Soul itself, is the peivept. The meaning is as follows: Since the 
intuition ‘I’ arises in respect of ‘pratyagatma,’ i.e., one’s own Soul, and 
since it does not arise ‘ paratra ’ i. e., in respect of other Souls, therefore it 
is proper to regard the reference to ‘ arthantaram ’ or one’s own Soul as 
the primary reference. If, on the other hand, the primary reference were 
to the body, then the intuition would be produced by the external senses, 
for the body is not an object of mental perception, and the intuition ‘ This 
is I’ is mental being produced even without the operation of the external 
senses, since the mind takes in as its object the Soul as modified by 
appropriate particular attributes in the form of ‘I am sorry,’ ‘ I am happy,’ 
‘ I know,’ ‘ I will,’ ‘ I desire.’ This intuition is not inferential, as it is 
produced even without seeking any mark of inference. Nor is it verbally 
communicated, since it is produced even without the apprehension of any 
authoritative text. Therefore it is only mental, further because the mind, 
as it is not an independent agent outside its own sphere, does not apply 
into the body and other external objects. Moreover, if it be urged that, 
if it referred to the body, it would refer to the bodies of others, and 
if it referred to one’s own Soul, it would also refer to the Souls of others ; 
we deny this, for the Soul of one man is beyond the senses of another, 
since its particular attributes have no fitness for or relation to, them, and 
since its fitness for or relation to, them arises from the taking on or super¬ 
imposition of appropriate particular attributes. Nor is this the nature 
of the Soul only, but of every Substance. For Substance becomes 
perceptible only by the taking on of appropriate particular attributes. If 
it is said that Ether also should, for the same reason, become perceptible 
by the accompaniment of Sound, we reply that such would be the case, if 
the ear were capable of apprehending Substance, or if Ether possessed 
- colour. If it is rejoined that the Soul also is equally devoid of colour, we 
reply that it is in the case of external Substances only that possession of 
colour is a requisite with regard to perceptibility. The word ‘ pratyag,’ 

in-going, points out divergence from others.—14. 
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Another objection. 

%5FT?Tt 

II ^ I R I tMI 


^^tT: Devadattah, Devadatta. ir^frT Gachchhati, goes, Iti, this. 
Upach&rat, from transference. Abhimanat, from fancy, re¬ 

ference to Sou), Conceit, Egotism, or Self-ideniification. tfl^cr T&vat, because, 
therefore. Sarirapratyaksah, having the body as the object. 

Ahank&rah, ahamkdra. The intuition of I. 1-ness 


15 The intuition of ‘ I ’ has the body for its object. 
Therefore to say that, in ‘ Devadatta goes,’ there is a trans¬ 
ference (of epithet), is a mere fancy.—150. 

Upciskdra .—He apprehends another objection : 

‘ Ahafikarah,’ i.e., the intuition of ‘I. ’ It is ‘Sarirapratyaksah,’ i.e., 
that which has the body as the percept or subject-matter. You have 
determined that the intuition or, for the matter of that, the expression, 
“Devadatta goes,” is due to transference. Now, this transference is a 
fancied one, because such intuitions and expressions as “ l am fair, ” 
“ I am lean, ” “ 1 am fortunate, my brith is a mere repetition,” and the 
like, cannot be x'econciled on the theory of transference. I his is the 
meaning.—15. 


Above answered. 


sfS***r: Sandigdhah, doubtful, g Tu, but. Upacharah, trails- 

ference. 

16. The transference, (as characterised by you), how¬ 
ever, is doubtful.—151. 

Upaskdra .—He gives the solution : 

The word ‘ tu ’ here points out the solution (of the foregoing ob¬ 
jection). The meaning is that there is doubt even in what has been said 
(by you, i.e., the opponent), namely that the transference is a fancied one, 
whereas the intuition of ‘I’ is in respect of the body itself. Since, 
therefore, the intuition is a false witness on either side, we must en¬ 
deavour to find out a distinction. Since on making this endeavour, we 
observe that even a man, whose eyes have been closed, still has the intui¬ 
tion of ‘ I,’ we must hold that it refers to an object different from the 
body, and beyond the cognizance of the external senses. If it referred to 
the body, it would refer to the bodies of others, and also would not take 
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c of the eyes. If it be asked how there can be 
common measure or co-extension as in “ I who am stout or thin, am 
lioppy we reply that in this case it is possible that the body would 
appear as the condition of pleasure,.etc., as in “ This forest is resonant 
with the roar of a lion ” (there is such appearance). Mere I-ness, pre¬ 
sented by the Mind, is superimposed upon the body, just as heat, presented 
by the organ of touch, in the judgments, “ The water is hot, ” “ The 
body is hot, ” etc.—16. 

A hove answered — continued. 



-<SL 

such 


few 


II ^ I R I II 


Na, not. 5 Tu, but. ^arlra-visesat, perceiving the difference 

of bodies. Yajftadatta-Visriumitrayoh, of Yajnadatta and Visnu- 

mitra. JR^nam, knowledge, thought, Visayah, object. 

17. But the thoughts of Yajfiadatta and Visnumitra 
do not become objects of perception to them, while they 
perceive the difference of their bodies. (Therefore cons¬ 
ciousness is not an attribute of the body).—152. 


UpasMra.—By elaborating the solution he says : 

‘ Jnanam’ implies sensible pleasure, pain, and other attributes of the 
Soul. As the bodies of Yajnadatta and Visnumitra are mutually different, 
so are also their knowledge, pleasure, pain, and the like, different. Accor¬ 
dingly, as is this body of Yajnadatta, so also, though no knowledge, or 
pleasure, etc., be produced in Yajnadatta, will the knowledge, etc., “ I 
feel pleasure, ” “ I know, ” “ I will, ” “ I desire, ” be objects (of perception); 
because the sensible body being an object of perception, knowledge, etc., 
which are (ex hypothesi) its properties, like its colour, etc., will have the 
possibility of being perceptible. But this is impossible. Therefore, such 
is the import, it should be said that the seat or subject of knowledge, etc., 
is something really different from the body. ‘ Sariravisiesat ’ means from 
difference of body. The fifth case-ending has been used in the sense of 
the infinitive. So that the meaning is that knowledge or thought is not 
an object of perception, while difference of body is being perceived.—17. 



Soul not from Revelation only. 


ii ^ i r ^ h ; 


Aham, I. Iti, this. Mukhya-yogyabhyam, by innate 

or self-evident and perceptive or sensible cognition. i(it3*ra[ fSabdavat, like sound. 
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Vyatirekabyabhicharat, from the invariability of absence or 
divergence, Vi^esa-siddheh, from proof in particular. ?r Na, not. 

STFTFT^: Agamikah, scriptural, proved by revelation. 


J 


18. (The soul is) not proved (only) by revelation, since, 
(as Ether is proved by Sound, so) (the Soul is) proved in 
particular, by the innate as well as the sensible cognition in 
the form of ‘ I,’ accompanied by the invariable divergence 
(of such cognition from all other things), as is the case with 
Sound.—153. 


Upaskdra .—It may be objected as follows :—“ The Soul is not perceptible, ,4ince, like 
Ether, it is a colourless Substance, or a Substance without component parts. Therefore 
•the body itself should be affirmed to be the object of the cognition “ I am thin, pale.” If 
occasionally there arises also the consciousness” “ I pleasure,” it is proper to suppose 
that pleasure and the like, becoming manifest without a substratum, are transferred to or 
superimposed upon the body. As in “ Hot, fragrant water,” heat and fragrance appearing 
without a substratum are superimposed upon water, but for the sake of this the intuition 
of water also does not contain as its object anything except common water; so I-ness in 
“I am ” is real only in reference to the body, whereas pleasure and the like are sometimes 
superimposed upon it. There is then, in respect of the Soul, no knowledge of it in the 
form of perception. That which has to be supposed as the substratum of pleasure, etc., 
must be established by revelation. There is no perception of it.” In reply to this 
objection, he says: 

This is the meaning: The cognition, “ I feel pleasure,” or “ I am 
in pain,” is neither scriptural, nor verbally communicated, nor inferential, 
since it arises even without the help of verbal communication or 
of marks of inference. Whereas it has been said that colourlessness and 
simplicity (or the not being an aggregate of component parts) are obstacles 
to the perception of the soul, this holds true in the case of perception by 
external senses, for of this the possession of colour and the possession of more 
than one substance are the necessary conditions or exciting causes, while 
mental perception is independent of these. It may be objected that this 
would be the case were there proof of the existence of the Soul, but that 
there is none. Accordingly it has been said, From proof in particular by 
invariable divergence, as is the case with Sound.” As in the Substances, 
Earth, etc., the absence of Sound is invariable, i e., uniform, and there is 
thereby proof of a particular Substance, namely Ether, in addition to the 
eight Substances, as the substratum of Sound, so on account of the invariable 
divergence of desire from Earth, etc., the substratum of desire also must be 
different from the eight Substances. Lest it be argued that all this goes 
to show only that the Soul is a subject of inference, not an object of per¬ 
ception, the words “ by the innate as well as the sensible cognition in the 
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orm of ‘ I’ ” are employed. By the word ‘iti’ the form of the cognition is 
indicated. Therefore the cognition, in the form of T,’ which is produced, 
without the help of verbal communication and mark of inference, in one 
whose eyes are closed, should be explained by the innate idea of Egoity o r 
I-ness and its sensible or perceptible attributes,.and not by reference to the 
body, and the like, since the divergence or absence of desire is invariable 
there. After “ by the innate as well as the sensible cognition” the words 
“ Should be established ” are to be supplied. There are many proofs of 
the existence of the Soul. They are omitted here for fear of inci-easing the 
volume of the treatise. They should be sought in the Mayukha— 18. 


Vivriti. — : Vedantins, however, hold that the soul is nothing but 
eternal knowledge (vijmina) according to the Sruti, 

HfU, “ Lo ! the Soul, imperishable, is truth, knowledge, in¬ 
finite, and all-pervading,” ( Brihadaranyalta Upani^ad IV. v. 14). Although, 
in reality, it is one, yet, owing to the diversity of its upddhi or adjuncts in 
the form of the inner sense, which are products of Maya, i.e., limitation, 
it appears as manifold. That it is so, follows from such Srntis as 
“ One only, without a second,” ( Chhandogya Upanimd, 
VI. ii. 1), “ So the one inner Self 

of all beings, for every form, became its counterform” ( Katha Upani$ad, 
II. v. 9). 

He discredits this view. 


The words, ‘ object of perception ’ are the complement of ■ aham iti,’ 
‘ I ’—this. Thus, the object of such popular mental perceptions as ‘ I feel 
pleasure,’ etc., is not * agamika,’ i.e., identical with hi vara, the probandum 
of such ‘agama ’ or text of the',Veda as “ truth, knowledge, infinite, and all- 
pervading,” ( Taittiriya Upanimd, II. i. 1). He states the reason of this by 
etc. because difference from Jsi vara is established 

by pleasure' and pain, which, though primary or instinctive or original or 
innate, are yet sensible. The instinctiveness of pleasure lies in agreeables 
or desirables, since it is there the object of desire which is not dependent 
upon any other desire; whereas the instinctiveness of pain lies in 
disagreeables or undesirables, since it is there the object of aversion 
which is not dependent upon any other aversion. Sensibleness, again, 
is the being the-object of perception (he. by the inner sense). This is 
mentioned for the purpose of removing the (possible) apprehension that 
the mark is an unproved or unknown mark, and also to prevent over- 
extension, in the case where eternal bliss is attributed to Tslvara, because 
eternal bliss can never be an object of perception. Pleasure and pain, 
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efore, being products, are proof of the difference between the Jiva 
and Isfvara. This argument is illustrative: it should be observed that 
knowledge, volition, desire, and also aversion, as products, establish 
difference from I^vara. 


It may be urged that in such infei’ences as, “ The soul which is the 
object of the perception,* T am,’ is different from Tsvara, because it 
possesses pleasure which is a product,” there being no example, and 
consequently no observation of congruity of similar instances, knowledge 
of the universal relation is impossible. For this reason, it has been said 
i.e., from the uniformity of difference. The use of 
the ablative inflexion has the object of denoting the (necessary; condition 
leading to the inference, and the syntactical connection of the word is 
with the word The import, therefore, is, that, even though 

there is no example by way of agreement, yet, Iff vara being an example 
by way of difference, an inference with respect to the matter in hand is 
possible, through the observation of the universal relation of difference, 
dependent upon the concomitance or congruity of difference. 

It may be urged, again, that a mark can establish difference 
from If!vara, by the universal relation of difference, has not been known 
before. To remove this apprehension, it has been stated i.e., 

like Sound, etc. The meaning is this: As the difference of Ether from 
Ifivara is proved by the mark, namely Sound, which is known by the 
method of the universal relation, or uniformity, of difference, so the 
difference of the soul from It!vara is proved by the possession of pleasure, 
etc., which are products. 


Unity of Soul, as an objection. 


?J^<|.'^^ffR 5, T^tTW^T?f'Sukha-duhkha-jn£ina-mspatti-avi8esat, because there 
is no difference in the production of pleasure, pain, and knowledge. 
Aikatmyatn, identity or unity of Soul. 

19. Soul is one, since there is no difference in the 
production of pleasure, pain, and knowledge.—154. 

Upciskdm .—Having thus finished the section on .the investigation of the Soul, he 
now begins the section on the plurality of Souls. Therein the following aphorism sets 
forth an adverse doctrine. 


There is only one Soul, in spite of the difference of the bodies of 
Chaitra, Maitra, and others. Why ? Because of the non-distinction in the 
production of pleasure, pain, and knowledge, i.e., because the origin of 
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pleasure, pain, and knowledge is really undifferentiated in this that it is 
determined by, or confined to, the body as a whole. If there were another 
mark to prove the difference of the Soul, the difference of the Soul might 
be proved, but there is no such mark. As Ether is only one, in spite of 
the production of Sounds within the limits of particular spaces, since 
there is no distinction in Sound which is its mark ; as Time is only one, 
since there is no distinction in the intuition of simultaneity, etc., which 
is its mark; as Space is only one, since there is no distinction in the 
intuition of East, West, etc., which is its mark ; (so the Soul is only 
one).—19. 

Vivirti .—It may be urged that the identity of Jiva and Idvara must 
be admitted, on the strength of the texts of the Veda, “One only, without 
a second,’’ “ Thou, 0 Svetaketu, art that,” (CJhhandogya 

Upanisad VI. viii. 7), etc. It cannot be held that difference is proved by 
the aforesaid inference; because pleasure, pain, etc., being properties of 
the internal organ, are unproved by themselves ( i.e ., have no independent 
existence). Thus, says the Brihadaranyaka Upanisad, I. V. 3., fjpT 
fafafaKSTt sr^rrssrsct JR qq, “ Desire, Inten¬ 

tion, Doubt, Faith, Unfaith, Patience, Impatience, Modesty, Intelligence, 
Awe,—all this is verily Mind.” Here the word Desire denotes pleasure, 
and the word Intelligence denotes knowledge in the form of a faculty. 
Moreover, pain also, appearing, as it does, in co-existence with pleasure, 
cannot be an attribute of the Soul. 

This he apprehends : 

The meaning is that, i.e., because the difference of the 

Jivatma (the embodied Soul) from Is vara is not proved, f^qqqr, i.e., 
by the certainty or ascertainment, fgqrpqiOTHf, i.e., of pleasure, pain, 
and knowledge ; in other words, they, being proved in the mind by the 
above Sruti or Vedic text, are thereby disproved in the Soul. 


Its diversity explained. 

ii ^ i ^ i n 

swsrm: Vyavasthatah, from status. N&na, many, 

20.—Plurality of Souls is proved by status. — 155. 

Upciskdra. Ho states the solution or conclusion : 

Souls are many. Why ? Because of status. Status means several 
conditions, as one is rich, another miserable, one is happy, another un- 
I'appy, one is of high, another of low, birth, one is learned, another 
ignorant. These circumstances being impossible without a diversity of 
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uls, prove a diversity of Souls. It cannot be maintained that as the 
status of one and the same Soul is diversified by the difference of birth or 
by the difference of childhood, youth and old age, so also it will be in the 
case of the difference of the bodies of Chaitra, Maitra, and others, for it is 
possible to impose contradictory attributes (on one and the same subject) 
by means of change of Time (i. e at different times).—20. 

VivrUi .—He removes the apprehension. means no identity of 

the Souls, in other words, that the Jivatma is not identical with laivara. 
Whence ? because of the certainty of the existence of pleasure, 

pain, and knowledge, in the Soul. For pleasure, etc. are not properties of 
the mind, because the mind not having largeness or large size, pleasure, 
etc., would be imperceptible; and minuteness or atom-ness or subtleness 
must be affirmed of the mind as determining the non-simultaneity of acts 
of knowing. The Sruti, “ Desire, Resolution, etc.”, however, like “Life is 
clarified butter,” etc., demonstrates that the mind is the cause of desire, 
etc., but not that it is their receptacle, nor that it is identical with them/ 


Its diversity explained—continued, 

TOtrWf u 3. i * \ \\ n 

Jffnsrcrmeqfg; Sastra-samartliyat, from the authority (or force or significance) 
of the &astras. ^ Cha, and. 

21. (Plurality of Souls follows) also from the authority 
or significance of the Sdstras. —156. 

Upaskum .—He gives another proof : 

‘ Sastram ’ means Veda or revelation. Because difference of Soul is 
proved by it also. For it is heard, “ Two Brahmans (i.e., Souls) have to be 
known, ” etc.; and also “ Two birds, friends and kindred, embrace tbe 
same tree, etc.” (Mundaka Upanisad III, i. 1.)—21. 

Here ends the second chapter of the third book in the Commentary' 
of Sj'i Sahkara on the Aphorisms of Kanacla. 

Vivriti .—It cannot be asked, “ What then will be the fate of these 
texts, viz., “Thou art that, 0 Svetaketu ! ” “One who knows Brahman, 
verily becomes Brahman,” etc. ?• For the text, “ Thou art That, ” conveys 
the sense of identity in this sense that what is devoted to, or belongs to, 
That, is not different from That. The text, “ One who knows Brahman, 
verily becomes Brahman,” does not convey the sense of identity, but that 
of similarity of the Jiva (i.e., the embodied Soul), to Isfvara (/«., the Great 
Soul), in point of freedom from suffering, etc.; for, otherwise, the text. 

“ The stainless one attains to supreme similarity,” can have no meaning. 
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popular language also there is the tropical use of identity in the sense 
of resemblance, as when there is an abundance of wealth, it is said, 
“this priest has become a king,” and so on. Nor should it be maintained 
that identity is produced in the state of salvation, on the cessation of 
ignorance or false knowledge, since difference, being eternal, is incapable 
of destruction, and even if we admit the destruction of difference, then 
since there is necessity for the existence of two individuals. So much in 
brief. 

Book Fourth.—Chapter, First. 


' The eternal defined. 

^ Sat, existent. Akfiranavat, not having a cause, uncaused, 

causa sui. fani Nityam, eternal. 

1. The eternal is that which is existent and uncaus¬ 
ed.—157. 

Upaskcira. —Having finished the enumeration, definition, and examination of the nine 
Substances, Barth, etc., and desiring to refute the doctrine, held by the S&mkhya philoso¬ 
phers, that prakriti or Matter is the prime cause, and to establish that ultimate atoms are 
the prime causes and enter into the composition of earth, etc., he first of all gives the 
definition of the Genus, eternal ity. 

* Akaranavat,’ means not having a precedent cause, on the maxim 
of the purity of words 'which excludes other interpretations of the term). 
Hereby the vater-pot, and the like are excluded. Still the definition may 
be too wide by including previous non-existence; so he says, ‘ existent’ 
i.e., having connection with existence. In the case of the Predicables, 
Combination and Species, connection with existence is nothing but combi¬ 
nation or inherence in one and the same object with existence. In the 
case of any other Genus and of existence, connection with existence 
consists only in being the object of the cognition that it exists. This 
cognition is not in respect of a tiling as such. “ Let it be so,” it cannot 
be objected, “ in other cases also. What is the use of existence ? ” For, 
existence has already been proved as the cause of assimilative under¬ 
standing.—1. 

Vivriti. —Some hold that the existent is produced from the non¬ 
existent. What they have in view is this : Seeds, etc., are not productive 
of effects such as shoots, etc. Were this the case, then seeds, etc., lying 
in a granary, would also produce shoots, etc. But. snipe shoots appear 
only after the destruction of seeds sown on a field, by the disjunction of 
19 ) 
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, it follows that it is the destruction of seeds, etc., which is 
cause of shoots, etc. So we have the sutram of Gautama, stating the argu¬ 
ment of an opponent, “ Production of existence (is) from non-existence, 
as there is no appearance without destroying.” (Nyaya-Sutram, IV. i. 

14). 

Only to refute this view, he strengthens the theory of progressive 
origination by the series of ultimate atoms, etc. 

‘Sat,’means something in the form of existence; ‘ ak4ranavat’ 
means a non-product; ‘ nityam ’ means an entity which opposes annihila¬ 
tion. The meaning is: the primary cause of compound bodies is not 
non-existent, that is to say, because, if causality of destruction were admit¬ 
ted, then it would entail the production of shoots even from powdered 
seeds. 

Marlt of existence of ultimate atoms. 

fopt II » i * i s i 

Tasya, its. Of the ultimate atom. ^'4 Karyyam, effect. fsTff Lihgam, 

m ark. 

2. The effect is the mark (of the existence) of the 
ultimate atom.—2. 

Upaslcam .—After describing the Gtenus, eternal, lie now says with reference to ulti¬ 
mate atoms. 

‘Tasya’, i. e., of the ultimate atom ; ‘karyyam,’ e. g., the water-pot 
and the like ; ‘ lihgam.’ Accordingly the sfftram of Gautama: “ From the 
evolved is the production of the evolved, on the evidence of (experience 
by) perception,” (NyAya-sutram IV. i. 11}. Now the inter-relation of 
parts and wholes is perceived. If it were unlimited, there would be no 
difference in size or measurement between mount Merit and a grain of 
mustard seed ; for, they would be without distinction, both being orginated 
by infinite parts. Nor can it be said that difference will be caused by 
the differences of the size of each part, and of the aggregation of parts ; 
for, without a difference of number, these also would be impossible. If 
it be said that pralaya or destruction of the creation, may be the limit 
(of the series of parts and wholes); (we reply that) the final something 
(exhypothesi) having no parts, pralaya itself would be impossible, for it 
is only disjunction and destruction of parts which can destroy substances. 
Nor is disjunction the limit, for it is impossible for it to have only one 
substratum. Therefore, a substance without parts, must be the limit, 
and this is the ultimate atom. A mote is not the limit; for, being a 

'V. 
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visible substance, it possesses magnitude, and is composed of more sub¬ 
stances than one ; magnitude, as the cause of visual perception, presup¬ 
poses, or is dependent upon, multiplicity of substance; else there would be no 
magnitude even, what then would be the cause ? Nor are the constituent 
parts of the mote atoms, for we must infer that they also, as originative 
of a substance possessing magnitude, are composed of parts, like thread, 
and like potsherd. Therefore, whatever substance is an effect, is com¬ 
posed of parts, and whatever substance is composed of parts, is an effect. 
So that from whichever part tire nature of being an effect goes away, from 
it goes away also the nature of being made up of parts. This is the proof 
of the existence of indivisible ultimate atoms. So it has been said by 
Professor Prasfatadeva, “Earth is two-fold, eternal and non-eternal.”— 2. 


Law of Causation. 

+4Mm SFTiirora: II 8 I ? 


I * 



SKldbm: Karyya- 


*K!TXIPTr^ K&rana-bhav&t, from existence in the cause, 
bhavah, existence in the effect. 

3. The existence (of colour, etc.) in the effect, (follows) 
from (their) existence in the cause.—159. 

Upash'trct .—Now he states an argument or proof, to prove that there are colour, etc., 
in the ultimate atom : 

The existence of colour, etc., in the effect, is due to their existence in 
the cause, her the attributes of the effect result from the attributes of the 
cause, the same being observed in the case of the water-pot, canvas, etc., 
This is the meaning.—3. 

Vivriti .—He points out an objection to the primary causality of non¬ 
existence. 

‘ Bhavah,’ i.e,. the existence, of the ‘ effect, ’ i.e., compound 
bodies, follows from the existence of the ‘ cause,’ i.e., the primary cause 
{viz., ultimate atoms). Otherwise, like the quality of being clayey, of that 
which is made of clay, it would follow that effects, i.e., compound bodies, 
would be non-existent, because they are constituted by whafr is non¬ 
existent. 

The eternal exists. 

’afast ffcT ftrctaw: II 8 I ? I 8 II 

Anityah, non-eternal, hi, such /.*,, such intuition and expres¬ 
sion. fspfacT Vij5esata\i, of the particular, the eternal, rrm^fvrnr: Prati- 
sedha-bh&val?, the form of negation. 
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^3^ 4. “ Non-eternal — such (intuition and expression) 

can be accounted for only as the negation of the eternal. — 160. 


Upaskara .—With a view to silence the advocate of the doctrine of the transiency of 
all things, he now says:. 

In ‘ vi^esatah ? the affix ‘ tasi 5 is used in the genitive sense. There 
would be negation of * visfesa,’ i.e., the eternal, if there were not such in¬ 
tuition, and application of the word as 4 non-eternal/ because the prefix 
nan (non) has the force of negating the meaning of the word next to it. 
Therefore how can there be the intuition and expression, ‘ non-eternal/ 

in the absence (of that) of the eternal ? Hence it is proved that the eter- 

* 

nal exists. Or, (the meaning of the Sutram may be', the negation of the 
eternal must be made by you in this way that (it is) “ not eternal,” i.e., 
that the ultimate atom is not eternal. But negation in this way is not 
successful, since it is frustrated by proof and disproof. (In this inter¬ 
pretation), the sutram should be rendered thus : The word (not) will 
be a negative term by itself, as there is the rule, “ u, Uf, and *TI are 
negative terms.” Thus “ non-eternal ” will mean not eternal. ‘ Pratiee- 
dlia-bhavah’ means the nature or form of negation. Hence “ not eternal”— 
this is the form.of the negation of ‘ videsa,’; i.e., the eternal, and it is not 
possible. This closes the argument.—4. 

Vivriti. —He refutes the view that all is non-eternal, that there is 
nothing which is eternal. 

(in the aphorism is an indeclinable, having the same meaning as 
flSf (non). Thus, ‘not eternal’—such negation is ‘ vide sat ah i.e., with 


reference to particular things. So that, there may be the uegation that 
compound bodies are not eternal, but such whole-sale negation as every¬ 
thing is not eternal, is not possible, because the eternal, which is the 
'Counter-opposite, is frustrated by proof and disproof. This is the whole 


meaning* 

The theory that atoms are not eternal, is erroneous. 

stOhu II $ I 3 I v. m 


arfsfOT Avidya, ignoranc^, ei 

(It is) an error 
is not eternal.)—161. 

Upasktira .—'It may bo objected as follows : The ultimate atom is not eternal, since 
it is corporal or ponderable, like a water-pot. Similarly, the possession of colour, the 
possession of taste, etc., maybe, one by one, adduced as so many reasons. So also by 
simultaneous conjunction with six (ordier ultimate atoms), an ultimate atom has six parts ; 
so that from its possession of parts, and from its being the substratum of the conjunction 
appearing in objects which it cannot pqrvade. (we may infer that the ultimate atom is not 


5. 


ror. 

(to suppose that the ultimate atom 
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lii. 


tbifrial). Moreover, if there be Ether within an ultimate atom, then being porous, it must 
have parts ; if there be no Ether inside it, then it would follow that Ether does not pene¬ 
trate everywhere. Further, (the ultimate atom is not eternal), because it casts shadow, 
and possesses circulation. Again, the non-eternality of the ultimate atom follows also 
from the inference which establishes transiency, e.p., the inference, that all that exists is 
momentary. If then there be such a series of inferences, how can it be maintained that 
the ultimate atom is eternal ? 

To meet these objections, he says : 


Every inference, which has for its subject the non-eternal ity of the 
ultimate atom, is ignorance, ie ., is of the form of error, since it springs 
from a fallacy. This fallacy is occasionally obstruction or opposition to 
the proof which comprehends the subject; always absence of the character¬ 
istic of being pervaded (or being the mark), due to want oi evidence 
preventive of its existence in the vipaksct (i.e., in which the non-existence 
of that which lias to be proved, is certain); sometimes unproof by itself; 
and others which should be learnt from the kindred system {i.e., the 
Nyaya-Sutram of Gautama).—5. 


Requisites of perception. 

u « i % i i u 

Mahati, in respect of an object possessing magnitude. 
Aneka-dravya-vattvat, by means of its possession of what is composed of more 
than one substance. Rupat, by means of colour. ^ Cha, and. suffer 

Upalabdhili, external perception. 

6. External perception (takes place), in respect of an 
object possessing magnitude, by means of its possession 
of that which is composed of more substances than one, 
and by means of its colour.—162. 

Upciskara .—It may be objected, “ Well, if the ultimate atom exists, why is it not per¬ 
ceived by the senses ? It is you who have proved that the possession of colour, the 
possession of touch, etc., are oxciting causes of sensibility.” Hence lie says : 

‘ Mahati ’ means in respect of a substance possessing magnitude, the 
affixe, matup, denoting possession, among affixes denoting quality, being 
elided after the word, mahat, denoting measure. ‘ Anekadravyavattvat ’ 
means from the natui-e or state of containing that of which more substances 
than one are the substrata. This being so, Air also would be perceptible. 
Hence he says, “ And by means of Colour,” i.e., as will be later on said, 
developed and urieclipsed or unobscured colour. “ llpaladhih ” is comple¬ 
mented by the words, “by the external senses.” Therefore it goes Avith- 
out saying that there is no external perception of the ultimate atom, since 
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oes not possess magnitude. “ The possession of that which is com¬ 
posed of more than one substance ” means either the being constituted 
by a compound of more than one substance, or the being the substratum 
of the magnitude which is due to a multiplicity of component parts. 

It cannot be said that the possession of that which is a compound 
of more than one substance, is rendered futile (as a condition precedent 
of perception), by the very possession of magnitude; since the reverse 
is also possible. Nor can it be said, “Futility of the producer is caused 
by the producible, but not that of the producible by the producer;” 
for the agreement and the difference of the producible and the producer 
being simultaneously apprehended, there is no futility, since otherwise 
it would follow that the futility of the staff, etc., will be caused by the 
whirling of it, etc. Nor can it be said that there is a development of, or 
rise in, perceptibility at a distance due to development of, or rise in, magni¬ 
tude ; for a development of, or rise in, the possession of a compound of 
more substances than one being also possible, there can be no discrimina¬ 
tion. Moreover, while a spider’s web measuring four cubits, etc., is not 
perceptible from a distance, the perceptibility of the spider itself is 
certainly due to a development of the possession of a compound of more 
substances than one, since a preponderance of magnitude exists in the 
web. So also it should be observed that while a piece of cloth, consti¬ 
tuted by five yarns, is not perceptible at a distance, in spite of a preponder¬ 
ance of magnitude in it, a club of a very small magnitude is perceptible 
there.—6. 


Cause of non-perception. 

Ufr^? ’ M M1R*T: 

II 8 I » I vs || 

*rifT Sati, there being, sqfq Api, even, in spite of. ***?> Dravyatve, sub- 
stance-ness. Mahatve, magnitude. ^ Rtipa, colour, Sariiskara, 

impression, evolution, reformation. Abh.avat, on account of the ab¬ 
sence or non-existence of. V£yoh, of Air. Auupalabdhilx, non¬ 

perception. 

7. The non-perception of Air, in spite of there being 
substance-ness and magnitude, is due to the non-existence 
of the evolution of colour.—163. 

ixiskdra.— Such being the case, there should, it might be urged, also be perception 
of the light of a shooting star at midday, of the light of the eye, or of Air, as well as of 
magnitude which combines with colour by means of its combination with Touch. Hence 
he says : 
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By the term “evolution of colour” are intended combination or 
inhesion of colour, the development of colour to the degree of appreciabi- 
lity, and the non-obscuration of colour. Though, therefore, in the case of 
Air, the selfsame combination of touch is also the combination of colour, 
yet it is not qualified or determined by colour, for there is in it absolute 
non-existence of colour. In the light of the eye, there is no evolution, that 
is, appreciability, of colour. In the light of the shooting star at midday, 
there is no evolution, that is, non-obscuration, of colour. Of these, there¬ 
fore, there is no perceptibility. In like manner, evolution of colour is to 
be analogously applied to the heat of the summer, the fire in a frying- 


pan, gold, etc. 

The writer of the Vritti has, however, said that IS a com “ 

pound of the words and formed by the elision of one of 

the two ^q’s, and that, therefore, the non-perception of Air is in conse¬ 
quence of the non-existence of colour in it, while the non-perception of the 
ocular light, etc., is due to the non-existence of the evolution of 
colour.—7. *. 


Requisites of perception of colour. 


^q i' qhq m *.q'rq<4bq: in? i % i c » 

3 ^ 3 ; Atieka, more than one. jsq Dravya, substance. Samavayat, 

from combination in. RQpa, colour. nWTRJ Visesat, from some special 
characteristic of. ^7 Rupa, colour. STsrfstp Upalavdhih, perception. 

8. Perception of colour (arises) from its combination 
with a compound of substances more than two, and from (its 
possession of) some special characteristic of colour.—164. 

• UpasM ™,—In this way having, immediately after the section on the eternality of the 
ultimate atoms, finished the section on the perceptibility of external objects, as a subsi¬ 
diary topic, by their being the inferential marks of the ultimate atoms, and intending to 
set forth, by introducing an example, the section on the perceptibility of Attributes, he 
says : 

‘ Rfipavi^esa’ means the species or peculiarity inherent in colour, 
and that consists of the characteristics of being developed to the degree of 
appreciability, of being unobscured, and of being colour. From this, 
perception of colour takes place. Lest it might be said that, such being 
the case, the colour of the ultimate atom as well as of the dyad would be 
perceived, so it has been, added—‘ anekadravya-samavuyat.’ The word 
‘ aneka denotes multitude hence * anekadravya ’ means that to which 
many substances belong as its substratum, e.g., a molecule of three atoms, 
and the like. The term ‘ anekadravya-samav&yat," therefore, means from 









combination with such a compound substance. The water-pot, etc., al¬ 
though they are originated by two parts, (i.e., potsherds, etc.), really 
contain a multitude of substances as their substratum, in the serial 
arrangement of the parts of these parts, and so on. As taste, touch, etc., 
lack in the characteristic of colourness, so there is no ocular perception 
of them. In the case of ocular fire or light, non-visibility is due to the 
absence of the degree of appreciability. Development or appreciability is 
only a particular universal entity or ‘ class ’ belonging to the particular 
attributes of colour, etc., and is pervaded by, or included in, colourness, 
etc. 

Objection :—This being so, no relation of higher and lower (classifica¬ 
tion) will be at all established even by whiteness, fragrantness, sourness, 
etc. If, however, you suppose a manifoldness of development or appreci¬ 
ability, pervaded by, or included in, them respectively, then there will be 
a redundancy of supposition, and the term development or appreciability, 
also will have various meanings. 

4 Answer :—It is not so; for,,development or appreciability denotes the 
upadhi or condition, namely the characteristic of the attribute capable of 
being apprehended by each individual external sense, while non-develop¬ 
ment or tion-appreciability denotes only the absence of the upadhi or con¬ 
dition. Some say that appreciability is simply the non-existence of non- 
appreciability. This should be considered, since non-appreciability also 
cannot be similarly established. It may be said that non-appreciability 
is a particular attribute beyond the cognizance of the senses. If it be so, 
then it would follow that appreciability is a particular attribute within 
the reach of the senses. If it be asked, “ What is the determinant of sen¬ 
suousness ?,” we reply that both of us, {i.e., the disputants) are equally 
at a disadvantage here. They also say that appreciability is the one and 
only one 4 class * present in all particular attributes, and that the non¬ 
establishment of the relation of higher and lower is no fault in the case 
of the class inhering in attributes.—8. 

Perception of Taste , Smell , and Touch. 

sqmra? n 8 t \ i «. it 

%sr Tena, by this. Rasa-gandiia-spargesu, in respect of taste, 

smeil, and touch. gpT Jft&nam, knowledge. szjreSTrTCt. Vyakhyatam, explained. 

9. Hereby is explained (perceptual) knowledge in the 
case of Taste, Smell, and Touch. — 1<>5. 
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Upaskara. Of the attributes other than Touch, co-exsistence in the same substratum 
with colour is itself the necessary condition of their being perceptible by the external 
senses. For this reason, after having stated the conditions of perception of colour, he 
now extends them to other cases, and says : 




‘ Tena’ means by the preceptual knowledge of colour. As percep¬ 
tion of colour arises from some special characteristic of colour, viz., colour- 
ness, non-obscuration, and appreciability, so perception of taste arises 
from some particularity of taste, characterised as tasteness, non-obscura¬ 
tion, and appreciability. This should be applied to other cases. Com¬ 
bination with a compound of more than two substances, should be also 
extended. From inappreciability to the organs of the ear, the tongue, 
ancl the skin, results non-apprehension of smell, taste, and touch. Being 
undeveloped or inappreciable, smell and taste are not perceived in a stone, 
etc. ; for they are perceived in their ashes. Some maintain that they are 
perceived indeed in the stone, etc., but not distinctly. The non-apprehen¬ 
sion of the colour of a watery substance, the parts of which have been 
disjoined from one another, is due to non-development of the colour. So 
also is the non-apprehension of taste. In Jxot whter, there is non-apprehen¬ 
sion of the colour of the fire, in consequence of its non-development, and 
of touch, in consequence of its obscuration. In comminuted camphor, 
the champalza flower, etc., non-apprehension of colour, taste, and touch 
is due to their non-development or inappreciability. In gold, and the 
like, colour is indeed developed, but whiteness and luminousness are 
obscured. Some hold that colour also is obscured, whereas the apprehen¬ 
sion. of gold takes place with the help of other colour. Obscuration, 
again, is non-apprehension caused by the apprehension of a more powerful 
like object, and not merely relation or connection with a powerful like 
object. For, since connection with a powerful like object has to be 
ascertained by non-apprehension, it is the non-apprehension which is of 
primary importance. Whereas the powerful like object is not of primary 
importance, as the necessary condition of non-apprehension; because 
neither non-apprehension, nor antecedent non-existence of apprehension 
nor its absolute non-existence is subject to its operation, while the an¬ 
nihilation of apprehension does not exist there. If it be objected, “ Then 
your proposition also, that obscuration is non-opprehension caused by 
the apprehension of a more powerful like object, is not proved,” we 
reply, “ Let it be so. Still apprehension and.non-apprehension alone are 
the necessary conditions of the strength or weakness of a like object or 
of the existence of such a relation; and the same is the meaning of th a 
word, obscuration.”—9. ... 
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Gravity, not perceptible. 


imn Mi 


Tasya, of this, i.e. % the genus of colourness, etc , and development or 
appreciability. Abhavat, because of the non-existence. 

Avyabhicharah, non-deviation. No breach of uniformity or of the rule. 

10. Because of the non-existence of this, there is no 


violation (of the above law of perceptibility in the case of 
Gravity.)—166. 


Upaslcdra .—It may be asked, “ Since Gravity also is combined with a compound of 
more than two substances (i.e., atoms), and appears in the same substratum with colour 
and magnitude, why then is it not perceptible?” Hence he says : 

Gravity is not perceptible, because of the non-existence, in Gravity, 
of this, viz., the genus of colourness, etc., and development or apprecia¬ 
bility. It might be said that granted that, colourness, etc., do not exist 
there, yet there may be perception of Gravity. To prevent this, he adds 
‘ avyabhicharah.’ There is ‘ non-deviation’ i.e., unbroken uniformity of 
the five ‘ classes ’ or universals, e.cj., colourness, etc., towards apprehensi¬ 
bility by each individual sense. Wherever there exists one or another of 
the pentad of colourness, etc., there also exists apprehensibility by the res¬ 
pective external senses, as shown by the method of difference (that where 
the former are not, there the latter does not exist). This is the meaning. 

Gravity, by reason of its being left obscure in the sutram, as the 
topic of discussion, by Pra^astadeva classed among things supersensuous, 
is by Vallavacharya said to be perceived by touch.—10. 

Where Numbers, etc., are objects of visual perception . 




Saiiikhyah, numbers. qftfTrUTTR Paritn&n&ni, magnitudes, extensions. 

Prithakivam, separateness. g’qrmfVTrnV Samyoga-vibhagau, conjunction 
and disjunction. Paratva-apai atve, priority and posteriority. 3^4 

Karmtna, action. ^ Cba, and. ^[qjjssWPrerani. Rupi-dravya-samavayat, through 
combination witli substances possessing colour. Chaksusani, visible, 

objects of visual perception, 

11. Numbers, Magnitudes, Separateness, Conjunction 
and Disjunction, Priority and Posteriority, and Action 
become objects of visual perception, through their combina- 
tion with Substances possessing colour.—167. 
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Upaskura .—Having thus slated objects perceptible by the senses individually, he now 
enume ates objects perceptible by two senses jointly : 


The words have not been formed into a compound in order to indi¬ 
cate their mutual independence in respect of their visual or tactual 
perceptibility. Although there is dependence upon i.e., largeness, 

yet it is not as upon a inode of extension or magnitude. The word ‘ cha* 
lias the force of involving the addition of Viscidity, Fluidity, and Impetus. • 
The word implies tactual perceptibility ; or the word * cha ’ 

should he applied after the word also. The plural number in 

Numbers, comprehends all numbers, from unity upwards. If it be held 
that unity is only a Genus, and not an Attribute, then if it appear in 
substances only, its denotation will be neither more nor less thau that of 
substanceness ; if, on the other hand, it be present in attributes and actions 
also, then its denotation will be neither more nor less than that of exist¬ 
ence. “ How, then,” if it be asked, “ can there be perception of unity, 
etc., in attribute, etc. ?,” it may be answered that it is by means of 
attributed unity ; or that by reason of the proximity known as combina¬ 
tion or co-inherence in one and the same object, the perception of unity 
is quite justified. This unity is eternal in eternal substances, and in 
non-eternal substances it has causal unity for its non-combinative cause. 
On the other hand, duality, etc., are the product of relative understanding. 
Relative understanding is the mental basis or support of various unities, 
when two homogeneous or heterogeneous substances are in contact with 
the eye.—11. 


Where they are not. 



II •i i % i \\ II 


Artipisu, in substances not possessing colour. Achtksu- 

sani, not objects of visual perception. 

12. In substances not possessing colour, they are not 
objects of visual perception.—168. 

Upaskdra .—Having in view all the above things up to aetiun, he says : 

Numbers, etc, up to action, are not objects of visual perception, 
when they are present in substances which are devoid of colour. It should 
be observed that they are not objects of tactual perception also. It has 
not been said that they are imperceptible ; for, if it were so, then the unity 
of the Soul also would not be an object of perception.—12. 


Attribute-ness and existence perceptible to all the senses. 
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Etena, by this, Gunatve, in regard to attributeness. vrr% Bhave, 

in regard to existence. *qr Cha, and. Sarvvendriyam, omni-sensuous. 

Relating to all the senses. s-TR jn^nam, knowledge. Cognition. 
Vyakhy&tam, explained. 

13. By this it is explained that knowledge in regard 
to attributeness and existence, is omni-sensuous or of all the 
senses.—169. 

Upaskdm .—Colour, etc., are uni-sensuous or perceptible by the senses individually. 
Numbers, etc., are bi-sensuous or perceptible by two senses jointly. Pleasure, etc., are 
mental or perceptible by the inner sense. So that it results that the two Genera, Attribute¬ 
ness and existence, are omni-sensuous. So he says : 

Capability to apprehend the individuals, is itself the capability to 
apprehend the class. And if the individuals are respectively apprehended 
by all the senses, then it results that also the classes, viz., Attribute-ness 
and Existence, are apprehensible by all the senses. This is the meaning. 


Here ends the first chapter of the fourth book in the Commentary of 


Safikara upon the Vai«iesika Aphorisms. 


Book Fourth.—Chapter Second. 

Three-fold division of Earth , and other products. 


H 2 1 R I ^ II 


?ra; Tat, that, Pun all, again. gfasaiTRcKpanFS Prithivi-adi-karyya-dravyam, 
earth, and other product-substance, Tri-vidhani, three fold, 

SHcRPl ^arira-indriya-visaya-samjnakam, named as body, sense, and object. 

1. The aforesaid product-substance, Earth, etc., is, 
again, three-fold, under the names of body, sense, and ob¬ 
ject.—170. v 

Upaslcdra .—In the fourth book, of which the subject-matter is the examination of 
tangible substances, intending to examine only tangible substances by their effects, imme¬ 
diately after the examination of the ultimate atoms which are the root causes, he 
says : 

Here corporeity or the characteristic of the body is a kind of 
upadhi or adjunct, namely, the characteristic of being constituted by final 
parts (i.e., atoms), possessing activity, of which the non-combinative cause 
is the conjunction of the soul exercising volition. But corporeity is not 
q, class or universal entity, since in that case Earth ness, etc., will establish 







KAUlDA SUTRAS IV, 2-2. 




no relation of higher and lower divisions. The characteristic of being a 
sense, is the being the seat of the conjunction of the mind, which is the 
cause of knowledge which produces no reminiscence, or the being a seat of 
the conjunction of thennind, which is the cause of knowledge, while at 
the same time it is not a substratum of appreciable particular attributes 
other than sound. On the other hand, the light of the eye of animals that 
prowl at night, is really another kind of light. In regard to its being 
treated as forming the visual sense, the words “ not being a substratum 
of appreciable particular attributes other than sound and colour” 
should be added. The characteristic of being a sense, however, is not a 
‘ class,’for then the characteristic of Earth, etc., will not establish the 
relation of higher and lower divisions .without entailing cross-division). 
And objectivity, or the characteristic of being an object, although it is the 
being the means of phenomenal experience, that is to say, the being the ob¬ 
ject of ordinary perception, common to substance, attribute, action, genus, 
and non-existence--yet should be, in accordance with the aphorism, observed 
to be the characteristic of being a product-substance which is the object of 
ordinary pei’ception, for the aphorism is this only that Earth and other 
product-substances are three-fold. Objectivity also, therefore, is not a 
class or universal entity.—1. 

Body is not a compound of jive elements. 

II s i ^ i ^ u 




Pratyaksa-apratyaksanam, of perceptible and non-percep- 
tible objects. Sariiyogasya, of conjunction. Apt atyaksatvdt, 

on account of imperceptibilitv. r> .inclifttmakam, Penta-substantial. 

Constituted by five elements, qr Na, not. Vidyate, exists. 

2. (Nothing exists, which is constituted by five ele¬ 
ments, or) the body is not constituted by five elements, for 
the conjunction of things, perceptible and imperceptible is' 
imperceptible.—171. 

U[Hislcara]:— Now, in order to refute the assertion that the body is composed of three 
elements or four elements, he says. 

Were the body, by reason of its odour, moisture, digestive heat, 
breath, and porosity, composed of five elements, then it would be imper¬ 
ceptible. In the same manner as the conjunction of perceptible and 
imperceptible objects, e.g., air and trees, is imperceptible, the body 
also would be imperceptible. Thus the aphorism employs an example 
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The word ‘ body ’ is the Complement of “ penta-substantial does not exist.” 
Moisture, digestive heat, etc., however, belong to the efficient causes or 
conditions of the body, namely, water anil lire. The theory that the body 
is composed of four elements should be also similarly understood. Let it 
then, it may be urged, contain three elements, as there is perception of three 
elements. This cannot be, for an origination out of hetorogeneous elements 
is denied. One attribute in a whole made up of parts is not originative 
of similar other attributes. If, therefore, the production were from Earth 
and Water, then that which they originate would be void of smell and 
taste. In like manner, if it originated in Earth and Fire, it would not 
possess smell, colour, and taste; if in Earth and Air, it would be destitute 
of smell, taste, colour, and touch. Other cases should be similarly under¬ 
stood.—2 . 


Nor a compound of three elements. 


sr 11 a i h i * u 


Guna-antara-api adurbhavflt, by reasc n of the non-apj- 
pearance of another attribute. ^ Cha, and. Na, not. sqic'W* fri-atma- 
kam, tri-s ibstantial. Composed of three elements. 

3. And by reason of the non-appearance of another 
attribute, it is not composed of three elements.—172. 

Upaslcclrci .—He continues the same topic : 

A body originated by Earth, Water, and Fire only, which are objects 
of perception, might be perceived, if there were manifested in it another 
attribute having for its antecedent a like attribute in the cause. But this 
can never be the case, as it has been already stated that a single smell, 
etc., is not originative. Therefore the body is not composed of even three 
elements, i.e., is not originated by the three elements possessing colour. 


Conjunction of various atoms, not denied. 

: II 8 l R l 9 II 



5r <S* T 3 r»T: Anu-sanyogah, conjunction of atoms. 3 Tu, but. WsrfsrpR?: 
Apratisiddhah, not denied. 

4. Bat a conjunction of atoms is not denied.—173. 

Upctskara .—How then is there perception of digestive heat, etc., in one single body ? 
He gives the answer : 

A mutual conjunction of the five elements as Uhe basis or) condi¬ 
tional causes of one another, is not denied But it is not desired that the 
conjunction of tyro heterogeneous atoms can be the nou-combinative 
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cause of a substance. Thus, as its conditional or efficient causes, digestive 
heat, etc., are perceived in the body. If it be asked, then, of what nature 
the human body is, the answer is given by the aphorism of Gautama,— 
“ (The body is) terrene, the distinctive attribute of Earth being perceived 
(in it).” (Nyaya-iSutrarn III. i. 28(?)). Smell which is the distinctive 
attribute of Earth, is observed in the human body as not departing from 
it till its dissolution, whereas digestive heat, etc., are not observed in 
the decayed body. These attributes, therefore, are accidenta 1 , while 
Smell is essential. Hence its terrenness is established.—4. 


Body is two-fold : sexually produced, and a-sexually produced . 

rfsr fu s i r i v u 

rT3f Tatrr, therein, amongst terrene, aqueous, and other bodies, stfflrt 
gjarlrain, body, terrene body. r$(%q Dvividham, twofold. YonijanV, sex- 

begotten, sexually generated, Ayonijam, not sexually generated ^ Cha, 

and. 

5. Of these, the body is two-fold, sex-bom and not- 
sex-born.—174. 

Upaskava. —He divides the body : 

Of these, i.e., among terrene, aqueous, and other bodies, the terrene 
body is two-fold. What are the two kinds ? In answer, he says, 4 sex- 
born and not-sex-born.’ Aqueous, igneous, and aerial bodies, well-known 
in the spheres of Varuna, Aditya, anti Vayu, are entirely a-sexual. 
A-sexuality means independence of the commixing of semen and blood. 
The bodies of gods and sages are also a-sexual, according to the text of 
revelation, “Manu and others, the mind-born or desire-born of Brahma.” 
If it be asked how there can be an effect without a cause, we reply that 
the female organ of generation is not a cause essential to or determining 
corporeity, as it ddes not apply to the bodies of worms, mosquitoes, etc., 
produced by warmth. The possession of a particular constitution also is 
not proved, since our bodies are different in appearance in comparison 
with the bodies of gods and sages. 

The sexual body, again* is two-fold, womb-born and egg-born. 
Womb-born are the bodies of men and animals, wild and domestic, the 
womb being the name given to the receptacle of the embryo. The bodies 
of birds and reptiles are egg-born. Snakes, worms, fishes, etc., also are 
really reptiles, since it is their nature to crawl about. 

Trees and the like also are no doubt so many kinds of bodies, being 
the seat of experience ( i.e., the field wherein particular souls reap the con¬ 
sequences of their acts in previous births). For without the characteristic 
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of being the seat of experience, life, death, sleep, waking, use of medicine, 
propagation of the seed, approaching the agreeable, avoiding the dis¬ 
agreeable, etc., would be impossible. And growth and the healing up of 
wounds and fractures, which prove experience, are manifest in them. 
There is also the sacred text : 

^rrf^cT <rort 11 

“ The Sarala and Arjuna trees, which grow on the banks of the 
Narmada, from contact with the waters of the Narmada, attain to the 
highest state hereafter, ” etc. And also, 


“ In the cemetery grows a tree haunted by herons and vultures, etc.,” 
etc. Yet germinant bodies do not evidently possess activity or movement, 
and senses, and they are therefore not treated as bodies.—5. 

Vivi'iti .—That trees, etc., are bodies (i.e., ground of the experience 
of the consequences of acts) is evidenced by the text of Mann, viz., “ A 
man acquires the condition of an immovable existence, by faults of action, 
born of the body.” 


- Asexual bodies, how 'produced . 




iwn, ll s i * I i ll 

A-:nyaia-dik#deia-purvakatv^t, because it (is., a-sexual 
body) has for its antecedent ultimate atoms which are not constant in direction 
and place. 

6. Because a-sexual bodies are formed by ultimate 
atoms inconstant in direction and place.—175. 

Upaskdra .—lie states the cause from which as-exual bodies are produced : 


Ultimate atoms, inconstant in direction and place, possess activity 
or movement produced by a particular dharma or virtue. And they are 
the antecedents of a-sexual bodies.— 6. 

Vivriti .—In the worlds of Varuna, etc., there exist a-sexual, aqueous, 
igneous, aerial, and mental bodies, which are not dependent, for their 
production, upon semen, blood, etc. Whence come the ultimate atoms 
which orignate them ? In the case of sexual .bodies, it is observed that 
only the ultimate atoms of semen and blood are their originators. To 
remove this apprehension, the present aphorism has been formulated. 
Terrene, aqueous, igneous, and aerial ultimate atoms exist in all direc¬ 
tions and in all places. Since there is nothing to confine them to direction 
and place, there can be no scarcity of ultimate atoms in the production 
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a-sexual bodies. For it is not the case that ultimate atoms other than 
the ultimate atoms of semen and blood, are not originative of bodies, 
seeing that in that case there would be no production of gnats, mosquitoes, 
trees, shrubs, etc. 

A-sexual bodies, hoxo 'produced — continued. 

ii $ i ^ i vs u 


Dharmma-visesat, from a particular dharma or virtue. 

Cha, and. 

7. And (the action of the ultimate atoms arises) from 
a particular dharma or virtue.—176. 

Ujiasktira .—It may bo objected, how there can be production of a substance (i.e., a 
body), without conjunction which is the non-combinative cause of substance, seeing that 
there can be no conjunction without the action of the ultimate atoms. Hence he says : 

The sense is that, at the beginning of creation, action or motion 
arises in the ultimate atoms in consequence only of the conjunction of the 
soul carrying with it the invisible ( adrislam) consequences of its previous 
acts, and that the ultimate atoms, having by that action come together, 
originate, in the order of binary atomic aggregates, etc., the a-sexual bodies 
of gods and sages. 

The aphorism is illustrative. It should be also observed that, in 
consequence of particular adharma or vices, the tortured bodies of mos¬ 
quitoes and other small insects, generated by heat, are produced.—7. 


Proof of their existence. 


H « i * i ii 


Sam&khya-bhavat., because names or definitions exist. 

Cha, also. 

8. Also because names or definitions exist.—177. 

Upa8kdra.—B.e gives another proof that the bodies of gods and sages are a-sexual: 

means a significant name, or definition, such as is well- 
known in Sruti, Sropti, Itihasa, Parana, etc. Thus, Durvass, and other 
sages were born from the mind (of Brahma); Afigiras was produced from 
ahaiiikdra (the sense of ‘ I am ’); and so on. From this also it is known 
that there are a-sexual bodies of gods and sages.—8. 

Vivriti. —But whence do a-sexual bodies derive their names, in the 

absence of parents, etc. ? For it is observed on earth that the names 
Chaitra, Maitra, etc., are affixed by parents, etc. Lest there be such an 
apprehension, so he says : 

21 







VAISES1KA PHILOSOPHY. 


Sl 


‘Bint vat’, i.e., from the existence, of ‘Samakhj-jt,’ i.e., the name ; ‘even 
in the absence of the procreative parents, etc. ’ is the complement. For, 
all names are not affixed only by parents, etc., as it is not the case with the 
names, water-pot, canvas, etc. Therefore, the import is that the names, 
Mann, Marielii, etc., have been put upon a-sexual bodies, by the very 
same Itfvara by whom, names have been affixed to the water-pot, canvas, 
and other unconscious objects. 

A-sexual bodies, koto produced — continued. 

mo * i * n 


%ftrqr: Sariijfiay&b, of name, srrfamw Aditvat, because of the primitiveness. 

9. (The existence of a-sexual bodies is proved) from 
'the primitiveness of the name.—178. 

Upaskdra .—He gives another proof : 

By means of the name, Brahma, etc., which came to be the begin¬ 
ning, i.e., primordial, at the beginning of creation, it is known that a-sexual 
body exists. For then there were not parents of Brahma, by whom the 
name Brahma, etc , should be given.—9. 

Vivriti. But there being no proof of the existence of lifvara, how 
can it be affirmed that the names of the water-pot, the canvas, etc., have 
been given by Him ? So he says. 

Because fsvara, which is the complement of the aphorism, is the 
beginning (&di), i.e., the cause or source, of names. Thus, thef proof of 
lufvara having been already stated, by the characteristic of His being the 
author of names, in the aphorism, “ But name and effect are the mark 
(of the existence) of beings distinguished from ourselves” (II. i. 18 Ibid), 
Jsfvara’s being the author of names remains unobstructed. This is 
the sense. 


Conclusion : A-sexual bodies exist. 




HURIpll 


Stfal Santi, exist. Ayonijah, a-sexual bodies. 

10. A-sexual bodies exist.—179. 

Upaskdra —He concludes : 

The words “ particular forms of bodies ” are the complement of the 
aphorism.—10. 

Another proof that a-sexual bodies exist. 


ii«i ^ i ii 
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Veda-lirigat, from the texts which throw light upon the mantra 
portion of the Veda, i.e., from the Brahmana portion of the Veda, •q Clia, and. 

11. (The existence of a-sexual bodies is proved) also 
from the Brahmana portion of the Veda.—180. 

Upaskdra . — In order to strengthen the above eonolusion all the more, he gives another 
proof: 

‘ Veda ’ means mantra. That by which it is lihgyate , i.e., made 
known, is ‘ ved-ali/igam,’ i.e., Bvahmayam . From this also a-sexual body 
is proved. This is the meaning. Thus there is the Brahmatiam : 

sRrrqfa: asTT ^ asrr sr 

“ Prajapati ( i.e ., the lord of creation) created numerous creatures : 
He practised penance, with the desire, “ I may be able to create creatures.” 
He created the Brahmana from His mouth, the King fi’om his arms, the 
Vairfya from His thighs, the SiSdra from His feet.” 

There is also the Veda : 



arsrfcrrsw an 

turner i 

“ Ilis mouth became the Brahmana ; the arms were made the King 
(i.e., ksattriya) ; it was His thigh, which became the Vaidya ; the Sfidra 
was born from the feet, etc.” 

Thus terrene body, sexual and a-sexual, has been described in the 
above way. Aqueous, igneous, and aerial bodies can_be only a-sexual, 
since semen and blood are, as a rule, terrene, and a terrene substance does 
not originate an aqueous one. 

The terrene sense is the organ of smell, common to all living beings. 
The organ of smell is originated by terrene particles nnoverpowered or 
unobscured by water, etc. The organ of smell is terrene, because it 
causes the manifestation of smell, while it does not cause the manifestation 
of taste, etc., like the excrement of the fowl which causes the mani¬ 
festation of the perfume of the musk. Similarly, the organ of taste, the 
tongue, is the aqueous sense, as it causes the manifestation of taste only, 
while it does »ot cause the manifestation of colour, etc., like water which 
causes the manifestation of the taste of the pudding. In like manner, 
the eye is the igneous sense, because it causes the manifestation of colour 
only, while it does not cause the manifestation of taste, etc., like light. 
The skin is the aerial sense, because it causes the manifestation of touch 
only, while it does not cause the manifestation of smell, etc., like the 
wind blown by the fan which causes the manifestation of the coolness 
of the water (perspiration.) sticking to the body. 






imST/iy. 
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The object which is terrene, is characterised as earth, stone, and 
the immoveable. Therein the modifications of earth are the.divisions 
of the land, wall, brick, etc. Stones are the mountains, jewels, diamond, 
red-chalk, etc. The immoveable are grass, herbs, trees, shrubs, creeper’s, 
and trees bearing fruits without flowers. Aqueous objects are rivers, 
seas, dew, hail-stone, etc. Igneous object is four-fold, differentiated as 
terrestrial, celestial, abdomenal, and mineral. The terrestrial is that 
which is produced from fuel, such as wood. The celestial is not pro¬ 
duced from fuel ; e.g., lightning, etc. The abdomenal is the stomachic, 
capable of extracting the juice of rice. etc. And the mineral, is gold, 
etc. The aerial object is the wind which is the seat or support of touch 
which can be felt. The fourth efEect of Air, which is called Prana, i.e., 
the life-breath, and which is the means of disposing of the essences (rasa), 
excreta, and the humours or vital fluids ( dhdtu) within the body, though 
it is one, still acquires the names of Apana (i.e., the air which throws out), 
etc., according to the diversity of its functions.—11. 

Here ends the second chapter of the fourth book in the Commentary 
of Sahkara upon the Vaidesika Aphorisms of Kanada. 






Book FIfth—Chapter First. 

Action in the hand , how produced, 

wrevwbTspRsrrv-itf ivnti 

Atma-samyoga-prayatndbhyAm, by means of conjunction 
with, and volition of, the soul. Haste, in the hand. Karmma, action. 

1. Action in hand (is produced) by means of conjunc¬ 
tion with, and volition of, the Soul.—181. 

Upciskdm .—The subject of the fifth book is the investig.ation of Action. The investi¬ 
gation of Action, producible by volition, is the subject of the first chapter. In this there are 
sections treating of (t) throwing upwards, (2) throwing upwards effected without 
volition, (3) action which has virtue or merit as its cause, and (4) actions, good, bad, and 
indifferent. 

With reference to a particular form of muscular or bodily action, 
he says r 

By means of conjunction and volition of the soul, Action (is pro¬ 
duced) in the hand which is its combinative cause. And of this Action, 
conjunction with the soul exercising volition, is the nomcombinative 
cause, and volition is the efficient or conditional cause. It is this which 
is called muscular action ; for muscular action is action which has for its 
non-combinative cause conjunction with the soul exercising volition, or 
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action producible by volition other than that which possesses touch and 
which is not co-inherent in and is excluded from itself.—1. 

Vivriti .—Here * in the hand,’ is an illustration. The meaning 

is that by the conjunction, and volition, of the soul, action, in the form of 
muscular motion, is caused in the body as well as in the parts thereof. 


So it has been said, 

tfesrassri $fvr: i 
fjfcTSRTT vrSWta M 


That which is produced by the Soul, may be called Desire. That 
which is produced by Desire, may be called first Impulse or stir. That 
which is produced by Impulse, may be called muscular motion. It is that 
which is produced by muscular motion, that may be called Action or 
physical change. 

Action in the pestle described. 


rTSTT 


sm Tatha, similar, sedsmrar Hasta-samyogftt, from conjunction with the 
hand sar Cha, and. gq§T Musale. in the pestle. <**4 Karmma, action. 

2. And, from conjunction with the hand, a similar 
Action appears in the pestle.—182. 

Upasktira .—After describing the throwing upwards of the hand, he describes the 
throwing upwards of the pestle, which depends upon the formor: 

The word ‘cha’ implies ‘gravity,’ which is another efficient cause. 
‘Tatha ’ means ‘like that,’ i.e., of the form of throwing upwards. Or 
‘tatha’ and ‘ hastasarayogat ’ may be taken*as constituting a single term, 
which will then mean ‘from conjunction with the hand possessing upward 
motion.’ Here, again, conjunction of the pestle with the hand conjoined 
with the soul exercising volition, is the non-combinative cause ; tbe pestle 
is the combinative cause ; volition and gravity are the efficient causes.—2. 

Above continued. 


gwrvf s q ftbhitHHd pu- 

iiunii 


■jrfasfRTai Abhighata-je, produced by impact, gqrsrrgl Musaladau, in the 
pestle, etc. Kartnmani, in action. Vyatirekat, because of 

absence (of volition). Akaranam, not cause, Hasta-samyogah, 

conjunction with the hand. 

3. In the action, produced in the pestle, etc., by 
impact, conjunction with the hand is not a cause, because 
of the absence (of volition).—183. 
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Upaskdra .—He states the cause of the sudden upward motion which is produced in 
the pestle when struck by the mortar : 

Here, though there is also conjunction of the hand with the rising 
pestle, yet that conjunction possesses no causality. On the other hand, the 
impact of the mortar only is the n on-combi native cause. It may be asked, 
“ Why so?” Therefore he adds, * vyatirekat,’ which means “ because of 
the absence or opperativeness of volition.” If there were volition at that 
moment, there would surely be no sudden upward motion in the pestle. 
By a volition to hold fast, there would be rather sustention of the pestle ; 
or, the upward motion again of the pestle would be caused by muscular 
action. This is the import.—3. 

Vivpiti.— Conjunction with the hand is not the combinative cause. 
‘Conjunction ’ is indicative. Volition and muscular action also, it should 
be understood, are not the efficient causes. 


Action in the hand. 

rmuuOTtn: u x \ \ \ s a 

fT*TT Tatha, the same, *>., not a cause. 3rr?WfPT Atma-sarhyogah, conjunc¬ 
tion with the soul. Hasta-karmmani, in the action of the hand. 

4. In the case of action of in the hand, conjunction 
with the soul is not a cause.—184. 

Upaskdra .—With a view to specify a particular cause of the action of the hand, as it 
flies upwards with the pestle, and for the purpose of disproving the non-combinative 
causality of conjunction with the soul exercising volition, he says : 

In the case of the action of the hand, as it springs upwards with die 
pestle, ‘ conjunction with the soul,’ i.e conjunction with the soul exeicis- 
ing volition, is ‘ the same,’ i.e., not a cause. The term ‘ not-a-cause ’ which 
appears in the preceding aphorism, is carried over here by ‘ tatha/ the 
same.—4. 

Vivfiti .—This too is illustrative. It should be understood that 
volition also is not a non-common efficient cause. 

Above continued. 

^ II K I ? I VII 

=srfSrcrcTrw Abhighatat, from impact, Musala-saniyogat, from 

conjunction with the pestle. Haste, in the hand. Karmma, action. 

5. The action ( i. e. upward motion) in the hand is 
from impact, and from conjunction with the pestle.—185. 

Upaskdra .—“ Whence then at that time the upward motion in the hand” ? In answer 
to this, he says; 
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As, when the pestle flies upwards, the iron-ring at the end of the 
pestle rises upwards, so the hand also at that time springs upwards. Here 
by the word, ‘ impact,’ re-action (i.e., recoil) produced by impact, is 
expressed by transference. By the vigorous action of the up-going pestle, 
accompanied with the impact, re-action or recoil is produced in the pestle 
itself which is the substratum of that action. Subject to the re-action so 
effected, upward motion appears in the hand also, in consequence of the 
conjunction of the hand and the pestle, as its noil-combinative cause ; and 
not that this upward motion has for its non-combinative cause conjunc¬ 
tion with the soul exercising volition, for the hand rises involuntarily 
together with the pestle. This is the idea.—5. 




Action in the body. 

II * I ? 


I i II 


Atma-karmma, action of the body, and its members. 
Hasta-samyogSt, from conjunction with the hand. =5* Cha, and, a so. 

6. Action of the body and its members is also from 
conjunction with the hand.—186. 


Upasted m.— M Well,” it may be asked, “ conjunction with the soul exercising volition 
is the causo of the action which is produced in the body or in a part of the body. Why 
is it not so in the present instance ” ? Hence he says : 


The word ‘ atma,’ by transference, means the body and its parts. 
For, impossibility of order or coherence in the text, is the germ of a 
transference of epithet. Thus the action which appears in a part of the 
body also, that is, in the hand, arises from the conjunction of the hand and 
the pestle. The word ‘cha’ implies also impetus. In the action of the 
hand, conjunction with the hand is really the non-combinative cause. 
There is no deviation or breach of uniformity in this respect. This con¬ 
junction is sometimes conjunction with the soul exercising volition, and 
sometimes conjunction of the hand with pestle, etc., possessing impetus, 
as is the case with the action of the body and its parts, of a mad man.—6. 

Falling how produced■ 

*wl>ii<rre ’ram*, ii v i \ i ^ ii 

Samyoga-abhave, in the absence of conjunction. Gurutvat, 

from gravity, tppni. Patanam, falling. 

7. Iii the absence of conjunction, falling (results) 
from gravity.—187. 

Upaskdra .—He begins the section on action independent of volition : 
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By the term, ‘ conjunction/ every kind of impediment is indicated. 
Hence in the absence of impediments, in consequence of gravity as its 
non-cornbinative cause, failing, i.e., an action resulting in conjunction 
below, is produced. Here in fruit, etc., possessing gravity, the impediment 
is conjunction ; in a bird, etc., however, volition to hold up is the impedi¬ 
ment to falling; in an. arrow, etc., when discharged, it is the re-action 
that is the impediment to falling. The meaning is that, in the absence of 
these, falling is caused by gravity. In the case of holding up of poison, 
etc., in the air, by thought-transference, etc., conjunction with the soul 
endowed with adriytam (invisible after-effects of previous acts), or mantra , 
and the like are really the impediments. These also are included by the 
term ‘conjunction.’—7. 


Falling how produced — continued . 

u *. i % i c 11 

Nodana-visesa-abliav&t, owing to the absence of a particu¬ 
lar molecular movement or impulse, h Na, not. 3 ^=} Urddhvam, upward. 
^ Na, not. Tiryyak, oblique, sideward. Gamanam, going. 

8. Owing to the absence of a particular molecular 
movement, there arises no upward or sideward motion (in 
the fruit, bird, and arrow).—188. 

Upaskdra. — Weil, if falling is caused by gravity, then how can there be sometimes an 
upward, and sometimes a sideward motion in a stone, etc., when thrown up ? To meet this 
objection, lie says: 

Tiie upward or sideward motion which takes place in a stone, arrow, 
etc., though they possess gravity, results from a particular, i.e., a violent, 
molecular movement- So that in the case of the falling of a fruit, a bird, 
an arrow, etc., in the absence of conjunction, volition, and re-action, there 
does not exist a particular molecular movement, and consequently there is 
no upward or sideward motion. This is the sense.'—8. 


Above continued. 


n * i \ i n 


Prayatna-vises&t, from a particular volition. Nodana- 

visesah, particular molecular movement or impulse. 

9. Particular molecular movement (results) from 
particular volition.—189. 

Upaskdra,—But whence is particular molecular movement itself produced ? He gives 
the answer: 
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Particular volition is cs»sed by the desire “ I will throw sideward, 
upward, far, or near. By this particular molecular movement is pro¬ 
duced, from which upward or sideward motion is possible or produced 
in a substance possessing gravity, e.g., a stone, etc.—9. 


Throwing far away, lioio produced. 

\ H *. I s* I \ O II 3f§ 

HfaeRsfaTf Nodana-visesdt, from a particular molecular movement. 
Udasana-vi^esafi, particular throwing away. 

10. From particular molecular movement, (results) 
particular throwing away.—190, 

Upaskdra. —‘Udasanam* moans throwing far upwards. 


Vivriti. —from a heterogeneous molecular move- 
ment produced by the aforesaid volition, >-e., throwing high 

upwards, going upwards, i.e., takes place, which comdetes the 

aphorism. Thus, by agreement and difference, the causality of a parti¬ 
cular molecular movement towards upward motion, is proved. 

going upwards, is an indication. Sideward motion, etc., also should be 
understood. 


Non-volitional action, not a cause of virtue or vice. 

n * i % \ \\ \\ 

Hasia-karmmapa, by the action of the hand. Ddraka- 

karmma, the action of a child. s q rgqmH VyakhyStam, explained. 

11. By the action of the hand, the action of a child 
(has been) explained.—191. 


Upaskdra.—The action which is produced in the hand together with the pestle, by 
the impact of the mortar, is not at ail preceded by volition, nor is it the source of virtue 
and vice. He extends a similar nature to the playful movements of the hands and feet, 
etc., of a child : 

Although a. child’s movemeut of its hands, feet, etc., is surely 
preceded by volition, it has not for its result the acquisition of the good 
and the avoidance of the evil, nor is it a source of virtue and vice. This 
is the meaning of the extension or analogy.—11. 

Vivriti. But how is action, in the form of sideward and upward 
motion, of the hands and feet of a child lying on the lap, produced, in 
the absence therefrom of the particular molecular movement or. impulse.? 
So he says: 

22 
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the action of the hand, of the form of throwing upwards, etc., 
simultaneous with the throwing upwards of a stone, the action, i.e., the 
throwing upwards of the hands and feet, of a child, is explained, i.e., 
proved. Thus, a particular molecular movement is not the cauco. of all 
throwing high upwards, but only of particular acts of throwing high up¬ 
wards. Hence the throwing upwards of the hands and feet of a ch.ld 
is not unproved. Otherwise, the throwing upwards of the hands of one 
who throws up a stone, etc., will be also unproved. 

Certain vol itional actions also, not a cause of virtue or vice. 

rPETT spTOr iu M i ^ ii 

jTtn 1 Tatha, the same Dagdhasyn, of a burnt person. 

Visphotone, in the case of a boil. 

12. The same (is action directed towards the killing 
of a felon), when (a house being set on fire by him) the body 
of a person burnt therein, is torn open by fire.—192. 

t ipaskdra. —Now, extending similarity to tlie action of a child to action which, though 
preceded by volition, is yet not the cause of virtue and vice, he says : 

A house being set on (ire by a felon and in it boils being caused to a 
person burnt by the fire, action which is produced in the hand, etc., by 
v volition directed towards the killing of that felon, is neither a cause of 
virtue nor a cause of vice; as it has been said, “ In the slaying of a felon, 
there is no sin in him that slays openly or covertly- wrath encounters 
wrath. An incendiary, a poisoner, an assassin, a thief, a ravisher of wife 
and field,—these six are felons.”—12. 

Vivfiti.— Sometimes throwing upwards, etc., result also from parti¬ 
cular molecular movements which are not dependent upon particular 
volitions produced by the desires, “ I throw upwards, ’ etc. This he 
points out • 

of a burnt body, building, fruit, etc.; in the going 

sideward and upward of their parts; molecular movement, caused by 
a particular volition, is not the cause. This is the meaning. 

Non-volitional action in the body described. 

II * I 9 I II 

qgraft Yatna-abhave, in the absence of volition. Prasuptasya, of 

the sleeping. Chalanam, movement. 

13. Movement of the sleeping (takes place) in the ab¬ 
sence of volition.—-193. 

Upaskara .—Now, he points out act' ons which take place without volition : 









• uw/sr* 
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The word ‘ prasuptasya ’ implies the state of absence of consciousness. 
Therefore, the movement caused by air in the unconscious state of a 
person in swoon, while living, should be observed here.—13. 

Vivriti .—Even in the absence of volition caused by the desire, “ I 
throw up,” etc., ‘movement’ of the body, i.e., action such as the 
sideward and upward movements of the limbs, of a person ‘sleeping ’ or 
attended with deep sleep, is produced. Therefore, a particular volition is 
not everywhere the cause. This is the import. 


Action in things other than the body. 

3% ii * i % i 9U ii 

fiff Triije, in the grass. Karmma, action. Vayu-sahiyog&t 

from conjunction with air. 

14. Action in the grass (arises) from conjunction 
with air.—194. 

Upaskdm .—Having explained the actions of the body, he treats of other actions : 

By the term ‘ grass,’ he implies trees, shrubs, creepers, and all such 
other objects.—14. 

Vivriti. —He points out similar other actions also. 

Even in the absence of a particular volition, from conjunction with air, 
action is produced in the grass. 

Actions produced by adristam. 

uftuuR <, i ? i ^« 

Mani-gamanaru, movement of the jewel, Sfichi-abhi- 

sarpanam, approach of the needle, Adrista-karanakam, have 

adristam, (*>., the invisible consequences of previous acts) as their cause. 

15. The movement of the jewel, and the approach 
of the needle, have adristam as their cause.—195. 

Upaskdra .—Enumerating actions dependent upon adristam, he says : 

By the term ‘jewel’, bell-metal, etc., are implied. In the going, which 
takes place, therefore, of the jewel, bell-metal, etc., informed with mantra or 
incantation, towards the thief, there, of that movement, the jewel, etc., 
are the combinative cause, conjunction of the jewel with the Soul of the 
thief possessed of adristam, is the non-combinative cause, and the vice of 
the thief is the efficient or instrumental cause. By the word, * needle,’ in 
‘ the approach of the needle,’ all metal as well as grass are implied. 
Thus in the ease of the movement of the needle, etc., towards that which 
is attractive of iron {i.e., the magnet), and of the movement of grass 
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towards that which is attractive of grass, the needle, etc., are the combi¬ 
native cause, conjunction with the soul of the person possessed of udristam, 
vWio is affected for good or for bad by that movement of the grass, the 
needle, etc., is the non-combinative cause, and his very adristam is the 
instrumental cause. Other instances, e.g., the flaming upwards of fire, 
the sideward motion of air, the action of the ultimate atoms at the begin¬ 
ning of creation, etc., should be similarly understood.—15. 

Vivriti. —By the term, ‘jewel, ’ are intended vessels made of gold, etc., 
and filled with water. To such a vessel magicians apply incantations for 
the recovery of stolen property. The tradition of the ancients is this: 
The vessel is set on the ground, and some other person lays his right hand 
upon it. The vessel accompanied with the band, in consequence of the 
efficacy of the incantation, moves towards the spot where the stolen proper¬ 
ty has been deposited, and on reaching that place, stops. 

The reason of the movement of such a vessel is not a particular voli¬ 
tion, but the efficient cause is the merit of the former possessor or the 
demerit of the thief. The non-combinative cause is conjunction of such a 
vessel with soul possessing such adfi§tam (or results of actions done in 
previous states of existence) ; and the combinative cause is such a vessel. 
In like manner, adristam is also the cause of the attraction towards a 
loadstone which takes place in needles, i.e., iron-rods, when in proximity 
with the magnet. If it be asked, in consequence of whose adritfam motion 
takes place in needles, etc., the reply, is that it is the adristam of him to 
whom benefit or injury accrues by the motion, that is the cause. The term, 
‘needle,’ is indicative, iron in general attracted by the load-stone being 
intended. It is to be understood that adfi^tam is the cause of the motion 
of grass attracted by that which is attractive of grass (amber ?), of the 
upward flaming of fire, of the sideward motion of airs, and of the action of 
the ultimate atoms at the beginning of creation. 

Plurality of action. 

«<, i ? i «« 

Isau, of the arrow. Ayugapat, non-simultaneous. : 

Samyoga-visesak, peculiarities of conjunctions, Karmma-anyatve, 

in respect of diversity of action. %<g: Hetul;, cause. Mark. 

16. Peculiarities of non-simultaneous conjunctions of 
the arrow, are the mark of the diversity of its action.—196. 

Upasktira .—It may be doubted whether an arrow, a bird, a wheel of burning charcoal, 
etc., have only one action, or many, till they come to a stop. To remove this 4°ubt, 

Jie says ; 




In ‘ isau ’ the locative inflection has been vised in the sense of the 
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genitive. The sense of the aphorism is as follows: After conjunction 
with a wall and the like, of an arrow, etc., moving with impetus, a cessa¬ 
tion of motion is observed, even though the arrow, etc., still exist. Here 
it is not the destruction of the substratum which causes the destruction 
of the motion, for the substratum continues to exist. Any contradictory 
attribute is also not observed. It is, therefore, inferred that it is conjunc¬ 
tion produced by itself, that destroys the action. And this conjunction, 
produced at the fourth moment, destroys action of the fifth moment. 
Thus, first there is production of action, then disjunction, next destruction 
of the previous conjunction, after it subsequent conjunction, and lastly 
destruction of action. The meaning, therefore, is that peculiarities of 
non-simultaneous conjunctions make known the diversity of the action. 

‘ Saiiiyoga-vitie.sah’ means peculiarity in conjunction, which is nothing but 
self-produced-ness. Otherwise, were conjunction, as such, destructive of 
action, action could not abide anywhere.—10* 


Action produced by Sarhskara. 



a <* i > I t J» 


Nodanat, from impulse or molecular movement. ?fjwt Adyam, ori¬ 
ginal, first, ^qt: Isolj, of the arrow. Kartnma, action. 

Tat-Karmma-Karitat, produced by that action. =q- Cha, and. Sams- 

karat, from resultant energy. 3 ^ Uttaram, the next, Tatha, similarly. 
StR Uttaram, the next. Uttaram, the next. ^ Cha, and 

17. The first action of the arrow is from impulse ; the 
next isr from resultant energy produced by that (i.e., the 
first) action ; and similarly the next, and the next.—197. ; 

(Jpasfcdra.—After the section on Action producible by impulse, he begins the section 
on Action producible by resultanl energy. 

Of the first action, which is produced in an arrow, when discharged 
from a bowstring, drawn by the volition of a person, the arrow is the 
combinative cause, volition and gravity are the efficient causes. And by 
this first action, resultant energy, called impetus, and having the same 
substratum, is produced. It is proved even by perception, viz., “It {i.e., 
the arrow) moves with velocity.” By that, resultant energy, action, is 
produced in that arrow ; of which the non-combinative cause is the result¬ 
ant energy, the combinative cause is the arrow, while the efficient cause 
is an intense form of moleculap movement. In like manner, a succession 
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of actions one after another is produced by the resultant energy which 
continues until the arrow falls. 

Since, on an action being destroyed by subsequent conjunction 
produced by (the action) itself, another action is produced by resul¬ 
tant energy, therefore a single resultant energy only is productive 
of a succession of actions; whereas, on the ground of redundancy, it 
is not proper to assume a succession of resultant energy, similar 
to the succession of actions. To point out this, he says “ similarly the 
next, and the next,” and also uses the singular number in “ from resultant 
energy 7 produced by that action.” In the Nyaya doctrine, however, which 
admits a succession of resultant energies like the succession of actions, 
there is redundancy. The reason, again, that of two arrows, simultaneous¬ 
ly discharged, the impetus of the one is swift and that of the other slow, 
is the swiftness and slowness of the impulse or molecular movement.—17. 

Vivriti .—The original action itself of a discharged arrow, etc., 
destroys, at the third moment from its own origin, its own cause, viz., 
molecular movement or impulse, given by the bow. Therefore, there 
being absence of impulse, how will other actions be produced at the fifth, 
and succeeding moments ? In view of this objection, lie states the 
aphorism. 


Falling of arrow, how caused. 

h ^ i * i v« 


Sariisk&ra-abhave, in the absence of resultant energy (or pro¬ 
pulsive energy generated by action). Gurutvdt, from gravity. qprTTO 

Patanam, falling. 


18. In the absence of propulsive energy generated by 
action, falling (results) from gravity.—198. 


UpaskCira .—But if only a single resultant energy be productive of a succession of 
ctions, then there would be, under no circumstances whatever, a falling of the arrow, 
because of the existence of the resultant energy which is productive of action. To this 

f 

objection, he replies : 

Gravity, which is the cause of falling, invariably follows (the arrow), 
at every moment. That gravity, being counter-acted by resultant energy, 
could not cause the falling (of the arrow). Now, in the absence of the 
ceuntei -active, the very same gravity causes falling. This is the mean¬ 
ing.—18. 

Here ends the first chapter of the fifth book in Sahkara’s Commen¬ 
tary on the Vaisfesika Aphorisms. 





KAN AD A SUTRAS V , 2 - 1 . 



Book Fifth.—Chapter Second. 



Causes of action in Earth . 

sr«t ny.i^itu 

^T^ffT^^Trrni Nodana-abhighat^t, from molecular movement or impulse, 
ana from impact. Saihyukta-Saihyogat, from conjunction with the 

conjunct. Cha, and. Prithivyain, in Earth, Karmma, action. 

1. Action in Earth (results) from impulse, impact, 
and conjuntion with the conjunct.—199. 

Upaskdra .—This is the section on the examination of Action producible by impulse, 
etc. Therein he says : 

rtT5*T is a particular form of conjunction : conjunction, action 
produced by which does not become the cause of the disjunction of 
conjoint things from each other ; or, conjunction which does not become 
the efficient cause of Sound. That particular form of conjunction is 
called impact, which becomes the efficient cause of Sound, and action 
produced by which becomes the cause of disjunction of conjoint things 
from each other. By each of them also action is produced in Earth called 
clay. In Earth action is produced from impulse given by the foot, as 
well as from the impact of the foot. Here clay is the combinative cause ; 4 

impulse and impact are respectively n on-combi native causes; gravity, 
impetus, and volition are, so far as they are necessary, efficient causes. 

“ From conjunction with the conjunctBecause action is simultaneously 
observed in a water-pot, etc., lying on clay, when action is produced in 
that clay from impulse or from impact.—1. 

Above continued. 


inmmi 

%% Tat, that, t.e mf action in Earth. Vigesena, with a particular 

consequence. Adrista-k&ritam, caused by adristam or destiny. 

2. (If action in Earth happens) with a particular 
consequence, it is caused by adristam. —200. 

Upaskdra .—But what is the non-com binative cause of earthquake, etc., which take 
place without the intervention of impulse and impact? He gives the answer : 

‘ Tat ’ alludes to action in Earth. Action in Earth alone, if it 
happens with a particular consequence, i.e., under the tendency (vasana) 
of transmigratory souls towards birth, life, and experience ( bhoga ), is then 
caused by adri$tam. Therefore, the non-combinative cause of earthquake 
is conjunction of the soul, possessing adristam, of a person whose pleasure 
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or pain is produced by the earthquake ; the earth is the combinative 
cause; and adri§tam ip the efficient cause. 

Or, ‘ tat ’ alludes to impulse and impact. ‘ Vi^esah * means absence. 
So that, the meaning is, action in Earth, which is produced in the absence 
of impulse and impact, is caused by adpistam .—2. 


Cause of rain . 

Ap£m, of waters. Sarnyoga-abhave, in the absence of con¬ 
junction. Gurutv&t, from gravity. Patanam, falling. 

3. The falling of waters, in the absence of conjunc¬ 
tion, is due to gravity.—201. 

Upaskara,— Now, in the section on the examination of action combined with fluid 
(which includes liquid) substance, he says : 

The falling of waters, in the form of a shower, is caused by gravity, 
which is its non-combinative cause. It takes place in the absence of 
conjunction, i.e conjunction with the cloud. Therefore, absence of con¬ 
junction is the efficient cause. This is the meaning.—3. 

Causes of flowing of water. 


irmisii 

y^r^lcr Dravatvat, from fluidity. Syandanam, flowing. 

4. Flowing (results) from fluidity.—202. 

Upciskdva .—But how is action, productive of mutual conjunction amongst the drops 
of water themselves, produced ? He gives the answer. 

By the mutual conjunction of drops of water fallen on earth, a 
large body of water, in the form of a stream, is produced. And the flowing 
or distant progression, which takes place in it, is produced from fluidity 
as its non-combinative cause, and from gravity as its efficient cause, in 
water drops which are its combinative causes.—4. 


Cause of evaporation of water, 

irmmi 

sfl^I Nadyah, the sun’s rays. VSyu-sariiyogat, through con¬ 
junction with air. Arohanam, ascent. 

5. The sun’s rays (cause) the ascent (of water), through 
conjunction with air.—203. 

XJpaskdra .—But the falling in rain, due to gravity, would bo possible, if water lying on 
earth went up. But how does this take place? So he says: 

The word, ‘ cause ’ (verb), is the complement of the aphorism. The 
'rays bf the sun cause the going up of-water, through conjunction with air. 
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InTtbe summer, the sun’s rays, being impelled by air, cause the ascent 
of water. This is the meaning. 

Where the reading is there it should be interpreted 


as conjunction with air, related to the sun’s rays.—5. 

Cause of evaporation of water, continued. 


^RRRr^rrl—Nodana-apidanat, from concussion, or being violently 
shaken by or through the impulse. 1 Samyukta-sarhyogat, from 

conjunction with the conjunct. ^ Cha, and. 

6. (Particles of water fly upwards), by means of 
concussion with impulse, and of conj miction with the con¬ 
junct.—204. 

Upaskdra .—Bub how do the aim’s rays come to possess such power that they carry 
up water lying on the earth ? Hence he says. 

Particles of water fly up, being conjoined with the sun’s rays, 
which are, in turn, conjoined with air, through concussion with the 
impulse of strong wind ; in the same way as the rays of fire, bestirred 
by air, carry up particles of water boiling in a cauldron. The word 
‘cha’ conveys the sense of ‘as.’ And here only particles of water boiling 
in a cauldron should be observed to be the simile.—6. 

Note : Upaskdra compares the two processes of evaporation and 
ebullition of water 


Cause of circulation of water in trees. 


n v) h i vs. n 

Vriksa-abhisarpanam, circulation in trees. Iti, this. 

^TggcRTf tr Tq. Adrista-karitam, caused by adristam or destiny. 

7. The circulation (of water) in trees is caused by 


adristam. —205. 

Upaskara .—Water poured at the root, goes up in ail directions, through the interior 
of a tree. Neither impulse and impact, nor the sun’s rays prevail there. How, then, 
is it caused ? He gives the answer. 

‘ Abhisarpanam ’ means flawing towards or all over. That takes 
place in a tree, of water poured at its root. It is caused by adristam, i.e., 
of those souls whose pleasure or pain is produced by the growth of the 
leaves, ..branches, fruits, flowers, etc. The meaning, then, is that action 
by which water rises up and causes the growth of trees, arises from 
conjunction with the above-mentioned souls, possessing adristam, as its 
non-combinative cause, and from adristam, as its efficient cause, in water 
which is its combinative cause.—7. 
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Gause of condensation and 


dissolution of water. 



wqt wnft u * u i q n 

W Apflm, of waters. Sanghatafr, condensation, Vilaya- 

nam, dissolution. ^ Cha, and. Tejah-samyogat, from conjunction 

with fire. 


8. Condensation, and dissolution, of water, are due 
to conjunction with fire.—206. 

Upaakcirci .—Constitutional fluidity lias been stated to be the characteristic of water. 
Upward, downward, and sideward motion of such water only has been proved. The 
aqueousness of snow, hail, etc., also are proved without a dispute, since they possess 
coldness. Therefore, how do these possess condensation, i.e., hardness, and how disso¬ 
lution ? Hence he says. 

Aqueous ultimate atoms, originating a binary atomic aggregate, in 
consequence of being impeded by celestial fire, do not originate fluidity 
in these binary atomic aggregates. Snow, hail, etc., void of fluidity, are 
thus originated, in the course of binary and other atomic aggregates, by 
constituent parts void of fluidity. Therefore hardness is observed in them. 

Such being the case, it may be asked, what proof is there that 
snow, hail, etc., are modifications of water? Accordingly it has been 
said, ‘‘Dissolution also from conjunction with fire.” By a more powerful 
conjunction with fire, action is produced in the ultimate atoms originative 
of snow, hail, etc. Action produces disjunction. From the successive 
destruction thereby of originative conjunctions follows the destruction 
of the larger compounds, snow, hail, etc. In consequence of the departure 
therefrom of conjunction with fire, which was an impediment to fluidity, 
the very same ultimate atoms originate fluidity in binary atomic aggre¬ 
gates ; whence dissolution takes place of snow, hail, etc., thus endowed 
with fluidity. Here also the subsequent ingress of a more powerful fire 
is the efficient cause.—8. 

Above continued . 

rT5T I) V. I \ \ K II 

^ 1 atra, there, t.e., in the case of the ingress of fire into water, 
Visphurjjathub, the pealing of thunder. f^q.—Lingam, mark. 

9. The pealing of thunder is the mark of that.—207. 

Upaslcaru .—But what is the proof that there is subsequent ingress into water of a 
more powerful fire present in ether ? So he says: 

‘ Tatra,’ i.e., in tlie matter of the subsequent ingress of fire, present 
in ether, into water floating in ether, ‘ visphurjjathuh lifigam,’ i.e., the 
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pealing of thunder itself is the mark. This is the meaning. Far-reach¬ 
ing flash of lightning is clearly perceptible ; thunder which immediately 
follows it, is also really perceptible. By this it is inferred that fire 
present in ether, in the form of lightning, has entered into the cloud 
from which hailstones appear. By its presence, as a condition, impedi¬ 
ment is caused to the fluidity of water-particles originative of hail¬ 
stones. 9. 

Cause of condensation of water, continued. 

II v I R I ?o || 

Vaidikam, Vedic, Derived from Veda. ^ Cha and. 

10. (There is) Vedic (proof) also.— 208. 

Upaskdra .—Of this he gives yet another proof. 

The meaning is that the ingress of fire into water is proved by 
the Veda also. Thus:-- 

“sTmcTT 

*n fjspn” i 

“ Those waters held fire in their womb, which held fire in their 
womb,” etc.—10. 

Cause of thundering. 

mf ii *. i * i ? 7 ii 

3PJT Apam, of waters. ?T«r*Tp^ Samyogat, from conjunction. R*Tr*TT?t 
Vibhagat, from disjunction, 'q'Cha, and. Stanayitnoh, of cloud. 

11. (Thunder-clap results) from conjunction with, 
and disjunction from, water, of the cloud.— 209. 

Upaskdra .—Bat how is thundering produced, since conjunction and disjunction, which 
are the causes of Sound, are not observed ? Hence he says : 

.‘‘Visphurj jathuh ” is the complement of the aphorism. Conjunction 
with, and disjunction from, water, of the cloud, by becoming efficient 
causes, produce sound, i.e., thundering, in ether as the combinative cause, 
through the conjunction of the cloud itself with ether, as the non-combi- 
native cause. Sometimes, again, conjunction with, and disjunction from, 
air, of the cloud, are the efficient causes, and conjunction of the cloud 
with ether, and its disjunction therefrom, are the non-combinative causes. 
This is collaterally mentioned in the topic of the causes of action. Or, 
since action is the leading topic here, it is indicated that, conjunction of 
the cloud and ether, or their disjunction, being the non-combinative cause 
of sound, the (efficient) cause is action produced from the impulse and 
impact of water alone—11. 
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Vivpiti .—Thundering takes place from the conjunction of water, i.e., 
from the impact of air with it, and from its disjunction from the cloud. 
Causes of conflagration, tempest, etc. 


n m * I n 

Prithivi-karmmaija, by the action of Earth. Tcjah" 

karmma, action of fire. 313^*4 Vflyu-karmma, action of air. *q- Cha, and. 

Vy&khy&tam, explained. 

12. The action of Fire, and the action of Air are 
explained by the action of Earth.—210. 

Upaskdra .—It has been stated that conjunction with soul possessing adritfam is a 
cause of earth-quake. As there, so in the case of the action which is produced in fire which 
causes a sudden conflagration, and in air which causes a sudden agitation of trees and the 
like, conjunction with soul possessing adri$tam is also the non-combinative cause; air 
and fire are the combinative causes ; and adri$tam is the efficient cause. This is the 
meaning. 

The [twice recurrence of the word action in the aphorism, has the 
object of indicating the action of meteors, etc.—12. 

Causes of initial action of fire, air, atoms, and mind. 

I) v. i r i n 


Agneh, of fire. Orddhva-jvalanam, flaming upward, qnft: 

Vayofr, of air. RpaRS. Tiryyak, sideward, qq* Pavanam, blowing. 4|41E*TT 
Apunam, of atoms, Manasaji, of mind. ^ Cha, and. qnsi Adyam, initial, 

first. Karmma, action. 5reg q ; rf tcW Adrista-kSritam, caused by adria'am. 

13. The initial upward flaming of fire, the initial 
sideward blowing of air, and the initial actions of atoms, 
and of mind are caused by adristam. —211. 

Upaskiira.- He mentions other actions of which conjunction with soul possessing 
adri§tam is the non-combinative cause. 

‘ Adyam’ means contemporaneous with, or existing at, the beginning 
of creation. At that stage, impulse, impact, etc., being non-existent, con¬ 
junction with soul possessing adrigtam is in these cases tlie non-combina- 
tive cause. The adjective, ‘ initial,’ qualifies upward flaming, and side¬ 
ward blowing. It is proper to bold that impetus is the non-combinative 
cause of other (than initial; actions of fire and air, for there being a visi¬ 
ble or known cause there is no occasion for tlie supposition of an invisible 
or unknown cause—13. 
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Cause of action of mind. 

fjwfon ^=4 U V. I VI U 

nwfuyr Hasta-karmmand, by the action of the hand, Manasah 

or the internal organ. gFjw* karmma, action, sqpiSSITrrci Vy&khyatam, 
ined. 

14. The action of mind is explained by the action of 
the hand.—212. 

UpasMra .—With reference to non-initial action, he says : 

As in the throwing upward, etc., of the pestle, the action of the hand 
has for its non-combinative cause conjunction with soul exercising volition, 
so the action of the mind also, for the purpose of coming into contact with 
the (external) sense receptive of the object desired, really has for its non- 
combinative cause conjunction with soul exercising volition. Although 
mind, the sense, is not directly subject to volition, still it should be observed 
that action is produced in mind by volition which can be reached by the 
nervous process by which mind travels. That the nervous process can be 
apprehended by the tactual sense-organ, however, must be admitted ; 
for, otherwise, assimilation of food, drink, etc., also will not be possible by 
volition which can be reached by the nervous pi-ocess through which life 
or the vital energy travels.—14. 

Pleasure and pain are marks of action of mind. 

n y. i ^ i tv u 

Atma-indriya-manah-artlia-sannikarsat, from contact 
of soul, sense, mind, and object. 5135:13 Sukha-duhkhe, pleasure and pain. 

15. Pleasure and pain (result) from contact of soul, 
sense, mind, and object.—213. 

Upet ska ra .—B u t, it ma y be objected, there is no proof that action is produced in the 
mind. Hence he says : 

< Pleasure and pain is indicative ; cognition, volition, etc., are to be 
understood. The universality or ubiquity of mind has been already refuted 
and its atom-ness established. It has also been stated that the non¬ 
production of cognitions simultaneously is the mark of mind. There 
could, therefore, be no pleasure and pain at all, without the conjunction 
of mind with the x-espective localities of the senses. The meaning is that, 
did no action take place in mind, there could be 110 feeling in the form of 
“ Pleasure in my foot,” “ Pain in my head,” etc. Although all the parti¬ 
cular attributes of the soul depend upon contact of mind, yet pleasure 
and pain are (alone expressly) mentioned, because, on account of their 
intensity, they are very manifest.—1 5. 
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Yoga described. 


II X I ^ m II 



STS*Jre«T: Tat-anarambliah, non-origination of that, i.e., pleasure ana 
or action of mind. 3Tn*u?T Atmasthe, steady in the soul. *Rt% Manasi, mind bei. 
srftwt S$arlrasya, of body, i.e., of the embodied soul, duhkha-abhavah, 

non-existence of pain, Sab, that. %*Ti Yogah, y°£ a > communion. 

16. Non-origination of that (follows) on the mind be¬ 
coming steady in the soul; (after it, there is) non-existence 
of pain in the embodied soul. (This is) that yoga. —214. 


Upaskara. —Well, if the mind is so fickle or restless, then there being no inhibition 
or restraint of the internal organ there can be no yoga or communion, and 'without yoga 
there can be no intuitive knowledge of the soul, and without it, there can be no mok?a 
or salvation. Therefore, the undertaking of this treatise is futile. In anticipation of 
this objection, he says : 


When the mind of an indifferent who has come to believe in the 
vanity of all objects of enjoyment, comes to stay only in the soul, at that 
stage, owing to the absence of volition corresponding to its action, action 
is not produced in the mind which then becomes comparatively steady. 
It is this (state) which is (called) yoga , since the characteristic of yoga is 
the inhibition or restraint of the internal organ, chittam. 


4 Tat-anarambha h’ means non-origination of action of mind. Or, by 
the word, 4 tat/ 4 ‘ that,’ only pleasure and pain are denoted, being in the 
context. 4 Duhkha-abhavah ’: Being the means of the non-existence of 
pain, Yoga itself is (spoken of as) non-existence of pain, as is the expres¬ 
sion 44 Food is Jife. ,> Or, it is a relative compound word meaning where 
there is non-existence of pain. 4 Sarirasya ’ means the soul as limited or 
determined by the body. 4 Sah yogah ’ : here the word, 4 that/ refers to a 
universally known object, (the meaning being) this is that Yoga . 

Or, by the word, 4 atma/ life is here denoted by transference, since 
soul is inferred by life. So that, by action in the nervous process which 
is the channel of the life-breath, action of the life-breath, (respiration), 
is also produced. Or, the action of the life-breath has, for its non-combina- 
tive cause, conjunction of the life-breath with soul exercising volition the 
source of vitality. And volition, which is the source of vitality, is super¬ 
sensible, and has to he inferred by the movement of the life-breath. Other¬ 
wise, how can there be inspiration and expitation of air, even in the 
state of deep sleep ? This is the import. 16. 
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Vivriti .—‘ Atmasthe manasi,’ i.e., when, quitting the senses, etc., 
in virtue of the six-limbed Yoga, mind abides in the soul alone, then, 

‘ tat-ariarambhah,’ i.e., ‘ anarambhah ’ or non-production of action of 
mind. The mind then becomes fixed or steady. In this state, ‘ fWirasya 
duhkha-abhavah,’ i.e., pain in relation to the body is not produced. 
‘ Sat,’ i.e., conjunction of mind, resiling from the outside, with soul, 
is called Yoga. 

The following verses of the Skandapurayam also 


thing 


prove 


the 


same 


srttTfcT raxf w I 

iRtafas? ll 

urei* snroreftnsn I 

trimf Tfa <*£ ii 

“So also, {i.e. restless) is Ghitta, {i.e., the.internal organ), smitten 
with air. Therefore, do not trust it. Accordingly, restrain air, for the 
purpose of steadiness of Ghitta. For the purpose of restraining air, 
practise Yoga, of which there are six ahgas or limbs. Posture, Regula¬ 
tion of breath, Abstraction or Inhibition of the senses, Concentration of 
mind, Meditation, and Absorption,—these are the six ahgas or limbs of 
Yoga or communion.” 

Therefore, there being cessation of false knowledge, etc., brought 
about by the manifestation of intuitive knowledge of soul, after the 
attainment of Yoga, final emancipation remains unimpeded. Conse¬ 
quently a system of thinking about things (like Kaydda Sutras'* is not 
fruitless. This is the import. 

Other actions of mind, etc. independent of volition, and dependent on adri^tam. 

n * i * i n 


sffW'hai—A pasarpan am, going out, egress. ^UW-Upasarpanam, 
coming into, ingress. ^f%fr<frrTtisfr»Tri—A^ita-pita-sariiyogah, conjunctions 
of what is eaten and drunk. aKrcsiT^ttrarnp— Karyya-antara-samyogah, 
conjunctions of other effects or products. ^ Cha and. 3T?£3;rfc?nf% Adrista- 
kSritani caused by acfriftam. 

17. Egress and ingress (of life and mind, from and 
into, body), conjunctions (i.e., assimilation) of food and drink, 
and conjunctions of other products,—these are caused by 
adristam. —215. 
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Upaskdva . Bat, if volition were the efficient cause of the action of life and mind, 
then, when life and mind go out from the body, in the state of death, and, on the produc¬ 
tion of another body, re-enter into it, there being no volition, both these actions would be 


impossible. How, again, can be produced action, productive of conjunction of even what 
is eaten and drunk, i.e., food and drink, which conjunction is the cause of the growth 
of the body and its limbs, as .well as action which causes conjunction and disjunction 
during life within the wotnb ? In anticipation of this objection, he says : 

Here the neuter gender in the word 4 adrista-karitani ’ is according 
to the rule that a word of the neuter gender, appearing together with a 
word of another gender, may optionally entail neuter gender in both. 
The word, 4 Samyoga,’ again, secondarily denotes action which is its 
cause. 4 Apasarpaimm,’ i.e., the going out of life and mind from the 
body alone, on the wearing away of action which originated the body; 

4 Upasarpanarh/ i.e., the entrance of life and mind into another body as 
it is produced ; action which is the cause of the conjunction ( i.e ., assimi¬ 
lation) of food, drink, etc.; and action which is the cailse of the conjunction 
(i.e.,*pulsation, etc.) of Another product, i.e., the foetus ; — all these have 
as their non-combinative cause conjunction with soul possessing adristam. 
The word, 4 iti/ implies that the actions of the humours and excreta 
of the body are also caused by conjunction with soul possessing cidvitfam, 
as their non-combinative cause.—17. 

Vivriti. —He mentions other actions dependent on adristam : 

4 Apasarpanam,’ i.e., egress of mind from the body at death ; 4 Upa- 
sarpanaih/ i.e., the ingress of mind into another body when it is 
produced ; action from which conjunctions of what is eaten and drunk, 
i.e., food and water, are produced ; action from which conjunctions of 
other effects, i.e., the senses and life, with the body, are produced ; — 
all these are caused by conjunction with soul possessing adristam, as the 
non-combinative cause. 


Moksa described. 

ik: n * i * i ** n 

Tat-abhave, in the non-existence of that, i.e., the causal body, or 
potential body, or the subtle body of impressions and tendencies, acquired 
during life, which becomes the cause of re-birth, and in re-birth, becomes 
encased, as it were, in the gross, physical body. *rqmr»TPrs Samyoga-abhavab, 
non-existence of conjunction, i.e., with the existing physical body. 
A-pradurbhavab, non-re-appearance, or non-re-birth. Cha, and. 
Moksah, salvation. Mok$a, 

18. Moksa consists in the non-existence of conjunc¬ 
tion with the body, when there is, at the the same time, no 
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potential body existing, and consequently, re-birth cannot 
take place.—216. 


Vpaskara. —But, it may be urged, if the production of another body were necessary, 
how would there be Mokija ? Hence he says: 


Here the idea is as follows: The power of Yoga produces intui¬ 
tive knowledge of the self; false knowledge, attended with desire, is there¬ 
by annihilated ; consequently, attraction, aversion, stupidity or irration¬ 
ality or spiritual blindness (tno/ia), and other faults due to it, disappear; 
then inclination or activity goes away; birth, due to it, therefore, does 
not take place; and, consequently, pain, bound up with birth, also 
vanishes away. This, then, is the nature of things. Now, in virtue of 
the power born of yoga, a yogin, considering the entire mass of virtues 
and vices, or merits and demerits, which are the uncommon or particular 
causes of pleasure and pain to be enjoyed, at particular places and times, 
in the bodies of a horse, an elephant, a serpent, a bird, etc., in accordance 
with those merits and demerits, and then going through those several 
forms of physical existence, thereby wears away or exhausts his pre¬ 
viously produced merits and demerits by experiencing them. His faults 
being thus neutralised, when other merits and demerits are not produced, 
and when there is in consequence no production of another future or 
potential body, at that time, it is the non-existence of conjunction, which 
then exists, with the former body, that is (called; mok$a. ‘ Tat-abhave’ 
means in the absence of conjunction, in the non-production of a future 
body. 

To meet the objection that this state is common to all at pralaya, 
or periodical dissolution of creation, he adds ‘ apiAdurbhavah’. The 
meaning is, after which manifestation of body, ’ etc., does not again 
take place. ‘ Sah moksahthat is. anhilation of pain, which results in 
that state, is Moksa. —18. 

Vivpiti. —It may be objected that the stream of bodies being without 
beginning and without end, the impossibility of emancipation is also the 
same. Hence he says: 

* Tat-abhave,’ i.e., in the absence of adri^tam, that is to say, where 
future adriistam is exhausted by intuitive knowledge of self, and existing 
adristam, by experience, bhoga ; ‘ samyoga-abhAvah,’ i.e., a severance takes 
place from connection with the stream or succession of bodies ; following 
it, is ‘ apradurbhavah; i.e., non-production of pain, since the causes, 
viz., body and adristam, do not exist. It is then and there that emanci¬ 
pation becomes possible. Therefore, emancipation is not chimerical like 
the horns of a hare. This is the import. ,. 

24 




imsr/t 



Dravya-guna-karinma-nispatti-vaidharmmyat, be¬ 
cause of differeoce in production from Substance, Att ribute, and Action. 
Abh&vah, non-being, non-existence, rR: Tamah, darkness. 


19. Darkness is non-existence, because it is different 
in its production from Substance, Attribute, and Action.— 
217. 

Upaskdrcu —It may be objectedThe action of a substance is observed also in 
darkness, there being the perception, “ The shadow moves.” Here there is no volition, 
no impulse or impact, no gravity or fluidity, no resultant energy. Therefore, another 
efficient cause should be enumerated ; bub it does nob fall within observation. Accordingly 
he says: 

By this aphorism, the determination or delimitation that substances 
are nine only, also becomes established. 

Now, the production of substance is dependent upon substances 
possessing touch; but in darkness, touch is not felt. It cannot be that 
touch is only undeveloped here; for development of touch is essential 
to development of colour. 

Objection. —This is the rule in case of Earth, whereas darkness is 
the tenth substance. 

Answer. —It is not. For no other substance is substratum of blue 
colour, and gravity is inseparable from blue coloui*, as also are taste and 

smell. 

Objection. —As sound is the only distinguishing attribute of Ether, 
so also will blue colour be the only distinguishing attribute of darkness. 

Answer. —It is not so, as there is contradiction to its visibility. For, 
if darkness were something possessing blue colour, or were it blue colour 
itself, then it would not be perceived by the eye without the help of 
external light.—19. t - • 

Above continued. 

wsr# n .vu * u . 

Tejasab, of light, ffsagSTTRI Dravya-antarena, by another substance. 
WTOUTil Avar an at, because of obscuration, ^ Cha, and also. 

20. (Darkness is non-existence), also because (it is 
produced) from the obscuration of light by another subs¬ 
tance.—218. 

Upciskdra.— What, then, causes the perception of motion (in darkness) ? He gives 
the answer: 
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light being obscured by another moving substance, non-existence 
of light is not observed in the places falling behind, and is observed in 
the places lying before, It is from this resemblance of the non-existence 
of light to the moving substance, that motion is mistaken in it, but not 
that motion is real in it. This is the meaning, the perception appearing 
so (i.e., erroneous) from agreement and difference. (I hat is, whenever 
a body in motion obscures light, the shadow caused thereby also moves; 
and where the obscuring body is not in motion, the shadow also does not 
move). 

Darkness, (then), is non-existence of every trace of light possessing 
developed or appreciable colour.—20 

Space , Time , Ether , and Soul are void of action . 

Dik-kalau, space and time. Akasatn, ether. ^ Cha, and 

also. Kriy&vat-vaidharmmyat, because of difference from that 

which possesses activity. fqfseRqrpil Niskriydni, inactive. 

21. Space, Time, and also Ether are inactive, because 
of their difference from that which possesses activity.—219. 

Upaskdra :—Having thus finished the parenthetical section oil darkness, in two aphor¬ 
isms, he begins the section on voidness of action : 

The word ‘ Cha ’ brings in the soul. Difference from that which 
possesses activity lies in the imponderableness or incorporiety of space, 
etc., for activity always accompanies corporeity or form.—21. 

Action , Attribute, Genus, Species, and Combination are void of action. 

ivw ^wrrftr u v i * i ^ 11 

Etena, by this. Karmmdni, actions, gjur: GunSh, attributes. 

Cha, and. sqP53T6rT: Vyakhyatab, explained. 

22. By this, Actions and Attributes are explained (as 
inactive).—220. 

Upaskdra.— He points out the inactivity of actions and attributes: 

‘ Etena ’ means by difference from that which possesses activity. 
Difference from that which possesses activity, in other words, incorporeity 
or imponderableness, belongs to attribute and action. They are, therefore, 
explained to be inactive. 22. 

Vivriti. —The word * Cha ’ implies Genus, etc. 

Combination has no beginning, and so is independent of actions. 

faforarcrr wrem: fan*?: n tu % i ^ n 













riy&nflri), of the inactive. *r*Pira: Samavayah, combination. 
Kai mmabhyah, from actions. Nisiddhah, excluded, beyond, inde¬ 

pendent. 


23. (The relation) of the inactive ( i.e ., Attribute and 
Action), (to Substance), is Combination, (which is) indepen¬ 
dent of actions.—221. 


Upasktira .—It may be urged:—If attribute and action are inactive, liow then can 
there be relation of substance with them ? Connection by conjunction may be possible ; 
but that is dependent upon action. Hence he says : 

It ia combination which is the relation of attributes and actions 
(to substance). It is excluded from actions. The meaning is that this 
relation, i. e. combination, has no production even, and that its dependency 
upon action, therefore, remains at a long distance. 23. 

Attributes are non-combinative causes. 


PTt: II V I ^ I 38 u 


Karanari], cause. 3 Tu, however. A-samavayinab, non- 

combinative. jjcjt: Gunah, attributes. 

24. Attributes are, however, non-combinative cau¬ 
ses. — 222. % 

Upaslcdra It may be objected : If attributes, being imponderable, are not the com¬ 
binative causes of action, then how are attributes and actions produced by attributes ? 
For causality, save and except in the form of combinative causality, is not possible. To 
meet this objection, he says : * 

Attributes are non-combinative causes but not combinative causes 
also, whereby they might be receptacles or fields of action. And that 
non-combinative causality arises, in some cases, from combination in the 
same object with the effect, as that of the conjunction of soul and mind 
in the particular attributes of the soul, and of conjunction, disjunction, 
and sound in sound, and, in other cases, from combination in the same 
object with the cause, as that of the colour, etc., of potsherds, etc., in the 
colour, etc., of the water-pot, etc.—24. 

Vivriti .—The use of ‘ cause ’ instead of causes, is aphoristic. 


Space is a non-combinative cause. 

II X i * i w n 

Gunaih, by attributes, Dik, space. sqnaMTSTr Vyakhyatab, ex¬ 
plained. 

25, Space is explained by Attributes.—223. 
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'paskdra .—It may be objected Action is produced here . Action is produced now. 
On the strength of such perceptions, Space and Time also are surely combinative causes of 
action. How, otherwise, could they be assigned as the seat of action in these cases ? 
Accordingly he says: 

The meaning is that as gravity, and other attributes, being im¬ 
ponderable, are not the combinative cause of action, so space also, being 
imponderable, is not the combinative cause of action. As to being the 
seat or receptacle, however, it can arise even without combinative causal¬ 
ity, as in u cotton-seeds in a bowl,” “ curd in a bowl,” “ the roaring of a 
lion in the forest,” and other instances.—25. 

Time is an efficient cause . 

^T5T: II t M Ml II 

SfiKqre KAraijena, by cause, i.e., by way of efficient causality, 

Kalafi, Time. 

26. By wav of efficient causality, (the reference of 
action to Time as its seat, being explained), Time (is ex¬ 
plained to be inactive, so far as combinative causality is con¬ 
cerned).—224. 

UpasJcdra .—With the same ebject as already stated, he says: 

The syntactical connection of the aphorism is with “ explained to 
be inactive,”—corresponding words in the preceding-aphorism, with ne¬ 
cessary changes. The use of 1 Karanena, ’ instead of ‘ nimittakaranena,’ 
is an instance of denoting an object principally as an existence, ( i.e .,' 
without qualification). The meaning, therefore, is that Time, being the 
efficient cause, is only the seat of action, but is not its combinative cause- 
-26. 

Here ends the second chapter of the fifth book in the Commentary 
of Safikara upon the Vaiffesika Aphorisms. 

Book Sixth — Chapter First. 

The Veda in a work of intelligence, and therefore, authoritative. 

h i i % i ? h 

Buddhi-pQrvva, preceded by understanding. Vdkya- 

Krititi, composition of sentences. %% Vede, in the Veda. 

1. In the Veda the composition of sentences has heen 
preceded by understanding.—225. 

Upuskdra .—The subject of the sixth book is the examination of dharma , virtue or 
merit, and adharma , vice or demerit, which are the root causes of transmigration, Hhanwa 





VAISESIKA PHILOSOPHY. 



Si 


Undadhcirma, again, have to be supposed on the strength of such precepts and prohibitions 
as “Let him who desires heaven, perform sacrifices,” “Let him not eat tobacco,” etc., and 
their existence depends upon the authoritativeness of these preceptive and prohibitive 


texts. And that authoritativeness can be possible or arise from the speaker’s previously 
possessing the attribute characterised as knowledge of the accurate meaning of the sen¬ 
tences ; since anthoritativeness per se is excluded. Hence the author, in the first place, 
commences the demonstration of the attribute which clothes the Veda with authoritative¬ 
ness. 


J 


1 V&kya-kritih, ’ i.e composition of sentences, is ‘buddhi-purvva,’ 
i.e ., preceded by the speaker’s knowledge of the accurate meaning of the 
sentences, because it is composition of sentences, like composition by 
ourselves and others of such sentences as “ There lie five fruits on the 
bank of the river.’ 

4 In the Veda ’ means in the aggregate of sentences. Here the com¬ 
position of aggregated sentences is the pahsa {i.e., the subject of the con¬ 
clusion). It cannot be otherwise established (as authoritative), namely by 
the characteristic of being preceded by the understanding of ourselves and 
others ; for, in such instances as 44 Let him who desires heaven, perform 
sacrifices,” the fact that performance of sacrifices is a means of attaining 
the desired object, or that securing heaven is an effect, is beyond the reach 
of our and others’ understanding. It is, therefore, proved that the Veda, 
as an effect, has for its antecedent an Absolute or Independent Person. 
And the characteristic of the Veda is that, while the subject of its mean¬ 
ing is not certain knowledge produced by proof other than the proof sup¬ 
plied by words and all that which depends upon them, it is word of 
which the proof or authority is not produced by knowledge of the mean¬ 
ing of sentences produced by words.—I. 

Vivriti.— By this aphorism, the doctrine of Mimaihsa philosophy, 
that word is eternal, is refuted. 


The Veda is a ivork of intelligence , and therefore , authoritative , continued . 





I) 11 9 I 3 II 


SfRTO Brahmane, in the portion of Veda, so called. Samjna-Karma, 

attribution or distribution of names. Siddhi-lingam, mark of know¬ 

ledge of things named, or of the conclusion that the Veda is an intelligent 
production. 

2. The distribution of names in the Brahmana (por¬ 
tion of the Veda) is a mark of knowledge, (on the part of the 
framer of the names), of the things named (therein).—226. 


Upaskara .—He shows in another manner that the sentences of the Veda have been 
preceded by understanding: 
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Here ‘ Brahmanam ’ denotes ‘ a particular portion of the Veda. 

‘ Samjna-Karmtna/ i.e., the distribution of names, which appears there, 
points to understanding on the part of the framer of the names, as in the 
world the distribution of such names as Long-ear, Long-nose, Long-neck, 
does — 2. 

The Veda is a work of intelligence , and therefore , authoritative , continued, 

1 IK \\ \ \ n 

frepjsf: Buddhi-purvvah, preceded by understanding. ^rRr: Dad&tih, gives, 
to give, gift. 

3. (Precepts enjoining) gift (are) preceded by under¬ 
standing.—227. 

Vpaslcnru. — Ho mentions another form of proof: 

The injunction of gift (as a source of dhartna ), which has been estab¬ 
lished in such text as “ Let him who desires heaven, give a cow,” has been 
made from the knowledge that it is the means of attaining the object de¬ 
sired. The conjugated form, ‘ dadatih,’ gives, tropically denotes ‘ gift ’ 
which is the meaning of the root ‘ to give.’—3. 

A hove continued• 

aw siftrag: a i. m «ii 


Tatha, so, the same. jrfsraS: Pratigrahaht acceptance. 

4. The same is acceptance (of a gift.)—228. 

Upaskdra ,—He gives yet another proof : 

Texts of the Veda, enjoining acceptance of gifts, are also preceded 
by understanding. The word, “ pratigrahah” indicates a Vedic text of 
which it is the subjeet Thus, texts of the Veda, enjoining acceptance of 
land, etc., imply its efficacy to the welfare of the acceptor. Texts of the 
Veda, of which the subject-matter is tbe acceptance of the skin of a black- 
and-white antelope, point out or bring to light its efficacy towards 
that which is not desired by the acceptor. And efficacy towards the 
desired and efficacy towards the undesired, or potencies for good and for 
evil, cannot, in these cases, appropriately fall within the cognizance of 
the understanding of persons later born.—4. 

Vivriti. —Although all these have been already explained by tbe 
first aphorism, still this much undertaking is for the purpose of pointing 
out some of the dharmas or duties. 

Attributes of one soul do not produce effects in another soul : he 

reaps, who sows. 

^i*wwgw i H i <wHc>* u<!Mig; n 1 1 \ u n 
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T Atm&-antara-gunan&m, of the attributes of one soul, 
Atma*antare, in another soul. A-kdranatvat, because there is no 


causality. 

5. [“Result (of action) indicated by the IS’astra, (accrues) 
to the performer”], because there is no causality of the attri¬ 
butes of one soul in (the attributes of) another soul.—229. 


Upaskam.— Now, in justification of the aphorism of Jaimini, “ Result (of action), 
indicated by the t astra, (accrues' to the performer, ” (Ptirva-Mimaifisa Sfltram) he says : 

Because the attributes of one sou], e.g., merits and demerits arising 
from sacrifice, slaughter, etc., are not causes of the attributes, in the shape 
of pleasure and pain, of another soul. This being the case, pleasure and 
pain are produced by dharma and adharma appertaining to each indivi¬ 
dual soul, and not by dharma and adharma existing in different substrata. 
Otherwise, the fruits of sacrifice, slaughter, etc., will accrue to him by 
whom these were not performed, and hence, loss of the fruits of acts done, 
and acquisition of the fruits of acts not done will be the result. 

Objection. —There is no such universal rule, since there is a violation 
of it in the sacrifice for the birth of a son, sacrifice in favour of the 
departed ancestors, etc. Thus, it is heard that the fruits of Sraddha or 
performance of obsequies, etc., performed by the son, accrue to the 
departed ancestor; it is also heard that the fruit of the sacrifice for the 
birth of a son, performed by the father, accrues to the son. Nor can there 
be nothing but co-existence of the performance and its fruit in the same 
subject, the agent-enjoyer, by means of the fruit accruing to the son and 
the departed ancestor; m the one case, the Srdddha being intended as the 
means of enabling the departed ancestor to participate in the enjoyments 
of heaven, and, in the other case, the sacrifice being intended as the 
means of securing the birth of a vigorous son. 

Answer. —This view cannot be maintained, since, it conflicts with 
the Veda; for, it is heard that the fruit is only the satisfaction, etc., of 
the departed ancestor, and the vigorousness, etc., of the son, the sup¬ 
position of any other fruit being precluded by redundancy. 

Objection. —Let then apurvam or adriqtam accrue to the agent as 
the fruit, while heaven accrues to the departed ancestor. 

Answer. —It cannot be so, since activity must uniformly co-exist in 
the same subject with the fruit. Otherwise, immediately after the per¬ 
formance of the Sraddha, the son being freed from his obligation, heaven 
will not accrue to the departed ancestor. 

Objection.-~lt cannot be said that it “ will not accrue, ” since it is 
the same in the other way, for, when the departed ancestor is liberated 
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the bonds of all enjoyment and suffering whatever), then 
no such fruit will issue from the Sraddha, however perfect it may be in 
all its parts. But this is not the case. For, the declaration that “ Result 
(of action^, indicated by the fjastra, (accrues) to the performer, ” being a 
general rule, admits of exception, in the presence of a strong contradic¬ 
tion, and, in the matter in hand, it is the tradition of the fruit accruing 
to the departed ancestor and the son, which is the contradiction. This 
being so, there is proving too much. 

Answer. — Not so, for, the corresponding texts of the Veda them¬ 
selves prevent any such too much proving. 

Objection— In the case of the greatest gifts ( mahddanam , a technical 
term which denotes sixteen kinds of specially meritorious gift), heaven 
only is the certain fruit, and in the name of whomsoever person they 
are performed, the fruit they produce, accrues to that person. 

Answer. —This is an absurd argument. For, here there being no 
contradiction to the general observation, the general observation accom¬ 
panied with the absence of contradiction or exceptional instance, becomes 
the rule, and hence, it would not follow that kings and such other persons 
need observe fast, etc-, for observance of such and such acts would be 
possible for them by means of other persons, with the intention or prayer 
that the fruit of those acts may accrue t(|the former. Moreover, it is the 
rule, that the thorough performance of the duties of a householder produces 
fruit in the form of attainment of the world of Brahmd, and thus the de¬ 
claration in general terms has been made with the object of showing that 
fruit accrues to each individual agent. 

The writer of the Vpitti, however, says : “ Result (of action), indi¬ 
cated by the Sastra,” etc., is really -a rule without an exception. On the 
other hand, the fruit which accrues to the departed ancestor, etc., results 
from the influence of benedictory mantras pronounced by Brahmanas 
entertained at the Sraddha, etc., the mantras in question being in the 
case of sacrifice for the departed ancestor, “ May thy pitris or departed 
ancestors have their objects fulfilled, ” and, in the case of sacrifice for the 
son, “ May a son be bom unto thee, who will be vigorous, beautiful as the 
moon, and the feeder of all, ” in the same way as neutralization of the 
effect of poison on the body of a person bitten by a snake, is produced 
from the recitation of mantras or incantations by foresters. — 5 

Vivriti. —“Result (of action), indicated by the Sastra, (accrues) to 
the performer,” — this aphorism of the system of Jaimini should be supplied 



. 

(i. e. freed from 
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Sl 


at the end of the present aphorism ; for otherwise, the ablative in it will 
remain unconnected. 

Entertainment of impure Brahmanas at a Sraddha is useless. 


rI?!S*fc 3 T^ * IK K I i II 

H* T at, that, i.e, } the fruit of benediction. gSTHnffi Dusta-bhojane, (Sraddha) 
in which impure (Brahmanas) are entertained. ?t Na, not Vidyate, exists, 
accrues. 


6. That does not exist where the impure are enter¬ 
tained.—230. 


Upaskdra, —Those fruits accrue from the benediction of Bralmianas who have been 
satisfied with the entertainment, and who are not wicked, in other words, whose conduct 
is in accordance with the Sdstra , but not from the benediction of the wicked who have 
been excluded from the category of recipients, e.g., an illegitimate son born during wed¬ 
lock, an illegitimate son born after the death of the husband, etc. This is wliat he says 
here : 

‘ Tat ’ alludes to the fruit of benediction. The meaning is that where 
at a Sraddha ( i.e ., the observance of obsequial rites) evil or impure 
Brahmanas are entertained^ there the fruit of benediction does not accrue 
to the departed ancestor, or the meaning is this that the fruit of the 
Sraddha itself does'not accrue to the departed ancestor. — 6. 

Impure explained. 

ffRram ikk I'sn 

dustam wickedness, impurity, fifcrmr* himsayam, in killing. 

7. Impurity (lies) in killing.—231. 

Upaskdra .—Who are they that are called impure? Accordingly he states the 
characteristic of the impure. 

Here ‘ himsayam ’ is indicative of all prohibited acts whatever. 
The meaning, therefore, is that a person, given to or occupied in a pro¬ 
hibited act, should be known as impure.—7. 

Association with the impure is sinful. 

hct ifta: ik i % | c || 

Tasya, his, of the wicked or impure Brahmana. Sa- 

mabhivyaharatah, from companionship or association, — Dosab, vice, 
demerit, adharma, 

8. Demerit results from association with him.—232. 

Upaskdra.—Ke says that not only non-existence of fruit accrues from entertaining 
an impure Brahmana invited at a Sraddha, but sin also accrues. 
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The meaning is that ‘ dosah,’ i.e., sin, accrues, ‘ Samabhivyaha- 
ratah,’ i.e., from association, characterised as eating in the same row, 
sleeping in company, reading in company, etc., with a Brahmana engaged 
in forbidden acts.—8. 


Entertainment of a pure Brahmana is not sinful. 

ii §. ii t i * II 

^-Tat, that, i.e., sin. Adustet in the case of (entertaining) one 

who is not impure, qr—Na, not. Rcfrr- Vidyate, exists, accrues. 

9. This does not accrue in the case of (entertaining) 
one who is not impure.—232. 

Upasledra. —Does thou sin accrue also from association with oao who is not impure? 
He says, No. 

The meaning is that ‘tat/ i.e., sin, ‘ na vidyate,’ i.e., does not accrue, 
where a Brahmana, whose conduct is in accordance with the precepts and 
prohibitions of the Sastra, is entertained at a Sraddha. —9. 

Preference should he given to worthy recipients afterwards. 

sift: ik i ? i t°n 

Punah, again, afterwards, refilir— Visisle, in or to a superior, or 
a qualified or worthy person, i.e,, recipient. Pravrittifr, inclination, 

attention, preference. 

10. Preference (should be given), to a worthy reci¬ 
pient (who is available) afterwards.—-234. 

Upasledra. —It may be asked, what should the rule of conduct be in a case where 
worthy recipients being not available, unworthy ones are at first invited, but gradually 
worthy recipients become available. To this ho replies : 

At a Sraddha, or where gifts have to be received, if qualified persons, 
i.e., those who do not transgress the rules of the Sastra in their conduct, 
are obtained, then one should entertain them only, leaving aside the 
censurable ones, although invited. The rale, “ One should not reject 
persons invited,” refers to worthy recipients only. One should, however, 
gratify censurable persons, who have been invited, by giving money, 
etc.—10. 

Vivriti —But what is to be done where Sraddha, etc., have been 
performed through the services of an impure Brahmana ? He gives the 
reply: 

Attention should be given again to the thing of quality, i.e., the 
re-performance of the Sraddha, etc., by a pure Br&hmana, etc. The 
Sraddha, previously performed, is all useless. This is the import. 
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Equals or inferiors, if pure, should he accepted as guests or recipients, 


uh st#r: u i i % in H 

Same, in or to an equal. ^ Hine, in or to an inferior, Va, or. 
Pravrittih, inclination attention, preference. 


11. Preference (should be given) to an equal, or to an 
inferior, (if he is free from impurity or fault).—235. 

Upaslcdra .—He lays down the rule of conduct where, at a Sruddha, distribution of 
gifts, etc., recipients superior to the agent himself, are not obtained : 

The meaning is that at a Sraddha , charity, etc., attention or prefer¬ 
ence should be given to a recipient, free from fault, who is equal, i,e. f 
like oneself, or inferior, i.e., less than oneself, in point of merit, etc., 
because happiness accrues, to the departed ancestor, from blessings pro¬ 
nounced by them only. The import is that persons prohibited are by all 
means to be rejected, but not the pure, whether they be equals or infe¬ 
riors.—11. 


Reception of gift is also a source of dharma, or, stealing is not sinful, in 

certain circumstances . 



sqi^r- 


mm* m t s h 

Etena, by this. Hina-sama-vi&sta*dharmmike- 

bhyah, from inferior, equal, superior virtuous persons, Parasva-adA- 

nam, reception of property. Vyakhyatam, explained. 

12. By this is explained reception of property from 
virtuous persons who are inferior, equal, or superior (to one¬ 
self).—236. 

UpasMra .—Having described the production of dharma by the meritorious character 
of [the^donation at a Sraddha or charity, he extends production of dharma from reception 
also of a similar nature: 

The excellence of dharma is in the order of its mention. The mean¬ 
ing is [that dharma accrues from the reception of a gift of land, etc., from 
a virtuous person, whether he be inferior, equal, or superior to oneself. 
‘ Parasv&danarh ’ means reception of property from another. 

The writer of the Vritti, however, says: “ ‘Parasv&danaih,’ i.e., the 
taking of another’s property, by theft, etc., is explained. Thus, according 
to the Sruti, to 

save himself or his family, suffering from starvation, a man may steal 
the food of a $ffdra, when he has not obtained food for seven days. 
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Si milarly, when he has not obtained food for ten days, or when he has not 
obtained food for fifteen days, or when life is in danger, to steal food 
from a Vaisfya, a Ksatriya, or a Brahmana respectively, does not tend to 
adharma or sin.”—12. 

Killing is not sinf ul in certain circumstances. 

am firemai ma: u i. i ? i n 

cfSTT Tatha, likewise. f^qgn’^TT Virdddhanim, of those who stand in the 
way. 3rr«T: Tyagah, the making away with. 

13. Likewise the making away with those who stand 
in the way, (is justified).—237. 

Upaskdra .—Not only is the taking* of another’s property, when life is in clanger, 
not forbidden, but in such circumstances those who do not give anything to take away, 
should even be put to death. By all this there is no loss of dharma , or appearance or 
production of adharma . This is what he says : 

The meaning is that they are to be put to death who act in the con¬ 
trary manner, (i.e., who play the enemy), in such circumstances. So it 
has been said : 

TOfarr it* %*tfa ^tw* srr i 

“ Let a man save his poor self by whatsoever deed, mild or cruel. 
When he is able, let him practise dharma or righteousness.”—13. 

Vivriti. —He points out that certain censurable deeds also do not 
produce sin : 

The meaning is that the killing of those who are about to take one’s 
life, is likewise not forbidden, according to the saying “ Let one kill an 
aggressive felon without a second thought.” 

Note. —The author of the Upaskara gives up his own "context, and 
here follows the Vritti quoted by him under the preceding aphorism. 

Above continued. 

if i m mnt: IK i % i 

3 ft H!ne, in an inferior. Pare, in another, sun: Tyagalj, making away 
with, killing. 

14. Making away with another (is not sinful), if (he 
is) inferior (to oneself).—238. 

Upaslaira .—But is fcho making away with another to bo resorted to without any dis¬ 
tinction whatever ? He says, No : 

If another who does not give anything to take away, is inferior to 
oneself, he, the Sudra, or the like, may be put to death.—14. 

Vivriti. —‘ Para ’ means an enemy, (and not one who does not give 
anything to take away), 
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Killing is not sinful in certain circumstances, continued. 

stt \\i i % i n 

Same, in tlie case of an equal. *T?*T?*lTn. Atma-tyAgah, self-abandon¬ 
ment. Suicide. Para-tySgah, destruction of another, qr Va, or. 

15. In the case of an equal, either suicide or destruc¬ 
tion of the other (may be resorted to).—239. 

(Jpaskdra .—With reference to an equal, he says : 

Where it is a Brahmana, equal to oneself, who becomes the adversary, 
then destruction of oneself only by starvation, etc., is to be committed. 
Or, if there appear no other means of preserving oneself or one’s family, 
and the opponent be an equal, lie is to be then made away with.—15. 

Above continued . 

srraremr fftnu 111 H u 

Vi&ste, in the case of a superior. 5En?»T?Tm: Atma-tyagali self-des¬ 
truction. Iti, finis. 

16. In the case of a superior, self-destruction (is to 
be committed).—240. 

Upaskdra, —If, then, a person, superior to oneself, become the adversary, should he 
even be put to death ? He says, No : 

In the case of a person, superior to oneself, i.e. y excellent by the 
study of the Veda, etc., becoming the opponent, destruction of oneself 
only is lawful. The meaning is that even when life is in danger, a man 
may design only his own death, but must not slay a Brahmana. 

‘Iti ’ indicates the end of the chapter.— 16. 

Here ends the first chapter of the sixth book in the Commentary 
of Sa/xkara upon the VaisJesika Aphorisms. 


Book SixTH.—C hapter Second. 

Exaltation is the motive of actions of which ' no visible motive exists. 

iKiuui 

Drista-adrista-prayojan&nAm, of which the motives are 
visible and invisible. ^TPTf% Drista-abh&ve, where no visible motive exists, 
q qfa yr Prayojanam, motive, Abhyuday^ya, for the purpose of exal¬ 

tation or knowledge of reality. 

1. (Of actions) of which the motives are visible and 
invisible, the motive, where no visible (motive) exists, 
(tends) to exaltation.—241, 
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Upaakdra. Thus, in the first chapter, because the proof, supplied by the Veda, is 
produced by some attribute or quality, therefore, in connection with its production, 
a description of the attribute or quality, then the consideration that « Result (of action), 
indicated by the fe'astra, (accrues) to the performer," and also the consideration of this 
that under certain circumstances there is non-production of demerit, even on the per¬ 
formance of forbidden acts, have taken place. Now, the author, with a view to explain 
the second aphorism, “ Dharmci is that from which (results) the attainment of exaltation 
and the Supreme Good ” (1. i. 2, above), is going to make an examination of the production 
of dharma or merit, in particular cases, and accordingly he says : 

Actions of which the motives are visible, are agriculture, commerce, 
service under the king, etc. Actions of which the motives are invisible, 
are sacrifice, charity, brahmaeharya or celibacy and devotion to learning, 
etc., Amongst these actions, where no visible object is observed, there 
an invisible object has to be supposed. And that is conducive to { exalta¬ 
tion,’ i.e., knowledge of reality or truth. Or, in ‘ abhyudayaya,’ the dative 
has been used in the sense of the nominative. The meaning, therefore, 
is that the fruit (of the action) is exaltation. The invisible fruit is 
nothing but adristam (or potential after-effects of past acts). If it is pro¬ 
duced by yoga orjioly communion, then the exaltation is spiritual intui¬ 
tion of the self. If it is produced by sacrifice, charity, etc., then the 
exaltation is heaven. Here, again, unlike the actions milking, cooking, 
etc., which bear fruit then and there, but like the actions sowing, plough¬ 
ing, etc., which bear fruit after a 'while, the actions sacrificing, giving 
alms, practising brahmaeharya , etc., by no means bear fruit then and 
there, for no such production of fruit is observed. Nor are gain, etc., 
thiough being known asviituous, themselves the fruit j*for those who prac¬ 
tise brahmaeharya have no eye to such fruit. Therefore, heaven, etc., 
which will accrue in the distant future, are the fruit. And this is not 
immediately connected with action which by nature speedily vanishes 
out of existence. Hence it results that there is an intermediate common 
substratum of the action and the fruit, and this is apurvam or adrktam. 


Actions of n hich the motive is invisible. 





Abh isecha- 

na-upavasa-brahmacharyya-gurukulavasa-vanaprastha-yajna-dana-proksana-dik- 

naksatra-kala-niyamafi—Ablution, Fast, Brahmaeharya, Residence in the family 
of the preceptor, Life of retirement in the forest, Sacrifice, Gift, Oblation, Direc¬ 
tion, Constellation, Seasons, and Religious observances. Cha, and. 
Adrisjaya, conducive to adpi^tam, or invisible fruit. 
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2. Ablution, fast, brahmacharya, residence in the 
family of the preceptor, life of retirement in the forest, sac¬ 
rifice, gift, oblation, directions, constellations, seasons, and 
religious observances conduce to invisible fruit.—242. 

Ujxiskara —He enumerates actions of which the fruits are invisible: 


‘ Adristaya ’ means for the purpose of the fruit characterised as adri$- 
tam, or for the purpose of the fruit, characterised as heaven and salvation, 
through the gate of adfistam. Hereby are included all actions or duties 
enjoined in the Veda and the Smriti and having adristam as their fruit. 
Here ‘abhiseclianam’ means ablution as enjoined in such precepts as “ One 
should bathe in the Gafiga (Ganges).” Fast denotes such as is enjonied 
in such precepts as “ One should abstain from food on the eleventh day of 
the moon. ” ‘ Brahmacharyyam ’ means cultivation of dharma in general. 

‘ Gurukulavasah’ is that of Brahmacharins or students for the purpose of 
studying the Veda, the twelve-year vow called Mahavrata, etc. ‘ Vanapras- 
tharp ’ means the duty of those who have retired to the forest on the ripen¬ 
ing of age. ‘ Yajnah’ denotes Rdfasuya, Vdjpeya, and other sacrifices. 

‘ Danam’ is as enjoined by such precepts as “One should give away a cow.” 

‘ Proksanarii, is as enjoined by such precepts as “ One should offer rice. ” 

‘ Dik’ denotes such as is enjoined by the precepts, “ One should perform 
sacrifice on an altar inclined towards the east,” “ One should eat rice, 
etc., facing towards the east,” etc. ‘ Nalc§atrarh ’ is such as Maglia (the tenth 
lunar asterism), etc., on the occasion of a sraddha, etc. ‘Mantrah’ denotes 
“0, ye waters, who are the sources of pleasures,” etc. (Rig Veda X. ix. 1), 
and other sacred hymns. ‘ Kalah’ is as is enjoined by such precepts as 
“ Month after month food shall be given to thee ” where one should offer 
food in the afternoon of the day of new moon, “In summer let one be 
surrounded with five fires, ” “ In spring let one deposit the sacrificial 
fives, ” etc. ‘ Nivamah’ means conduct, in accordance with the Smstra, of 
those who observe the distinctions of caste and the four stages of holy 
living, i.e., Varna and Asrama. 

Now, it will be seen that of the dharma, so produced, the soul is the 
combinative cause, conjunction of the soul and the mind is the non-com- 
binative cause, and faith and the knowledge of the motives or objects 
characterised as heaven, etc., are the'efficient causes.—2. 

Other sources of dharma, and sources of adharma. 


n £ r \\ 11 

•qigt pgE q Chaturasramyam, the observance of the four A^ramas or stages of 
holy living, viz., the life of continence and scholarship, the life of a householder, 
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the life of retirement in the woods, and the life of absolute self-renunciation, 
(Hi. living on alms). sqqf: Upadhah, defects in respect of faith, misbeliefs 
and disbeliefs, -srgqqr Anupadhah, non-defects in respect of faith, beliefs 
Cba, and. A 

3. The observance of the four Asramas (has been already 
mentioned). Misbeliefs and disbeliefs as well as beliefs are 
also (sources of adristam or dharma and adliannaj. 243. 

Upaskdro-Having thus mentioned the sources of dharma, ho now mentions them 
along with the sources of adharma also : 

That which is the means of dharma , common to the four Asramas , 
lias been, and thus the sentence should be completed, exhaustively denoted 
by the preceding aphorism alone. ‘Upadhah’ means defects of bhava (i.e» 3 
sentiment) or faith; ‘aiiupadh&h’ means non-defects of bhava or faith. 
They too should be understood to be the sources of dharma and adhavma y 
according to themselves. By the word, ‘ upadhah, all the means of 
adharma have been included.—3. 


Upadha and anupadha explained . 


wt#? Twsmrsg'rrr iu i * i * n 


Bhava-dosah, defect of feeling, impurity of emotion, or of the soul. 

Upadha, (ety.) that which is placed, or settles .upon anything. Impurity. 

Adosah, non-defect. Purity of emotion, or of the soul. Anupadha, 

purity. 

4. Upadha or Impurity (denotes) impurity of emotion, 
or of the soul; anupadha (denotes) purity.—244. 

Upaslcdra .—Distinguishing upadhd or impurity, and unujpdhd or purity, as regards 
their characteristic, he says : 

Feeling, desire, attraction, inattention, unfaith, vanity, conceit, 
envy, and other impurities of the soul are denoted by the word upadhd 
or impurity. Faith, complacence of mind, perseverance in the perform¬ 
ance of prescribed actions, determination of what should be done in 
particular situations, (or presence of mind), and certitude are called 
anupadha or purity of the soul. The efficient causality of all these 
towards dharma and adharma, is here declared.—4. 


What objects are pure or holy. 


II $ Ul V, || 


Yat, which. ista-rQpa-rasa-gandha-spaniam, pos¬ 

sesses prescribed colour, taste, smell, and touch, qulpf Proksitam, aspersed. 
Sprinkled with water together with the pronunciation of mantras or sacred 
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Abhyuksitarii, sprinkled with water without the pronunciation 
oi mantras, ihe above rendering of the two words, * proksitam ’ and *abhyu- 
ksitarii ’ is in accordance with the view of Sankara Migra. But, 

sitgroj i 

^sgrarrwrsnsr srt^ fcn^^r^nsf e=rcm 11 

Sprinkling of water with the pronated hand is called proksanam ; 
that with the supinated hand is called abhyuksanafn ; and the same with the 
inclined hand is known as avoksanafn ”— 

From the above saying of the Smriti , it would appear that the correct 
translations would be, sprinkled with water with pronation, in ihe case of 
4 proksitam,’ and sprinkled with water with supination, in the case of ‘ abhyuk- 
sitarh,' ^ Cha, and. ^ Tat. that. $uchi, pure, clean, holy. 

5. The pure is that which posseses prescribed Colour, 
Taste, Smell, and Touch, and is sprinkled with water 
along with the recitation of sacred hymns, and also with¬ 
out it, or is sprinkled with water both with pronation and 
with supination.—245. 

Upaskara.- (Purity and impurity may be internal as well as external, that is, may 
relate to thought as well as to things. In the preceding aphorism, purities and impurities 
of the soul have been mentioned. With regard to external objects it is said as follows). 
Things pure and impure are t also called upcidhci or purity and cifwpciclhd or impurity. Here 
e he distinguishes between pure and impure objects : 

Whatever Substance possesses such colour, etc., as are ‘ btatfi,’ i.e., 
prescribed by the Veda and the Smriti, the same is of that character (i.e., 
puie). 1 herein, Colour (is prescribed) in such texts as “ He buys the 
soma drink for a cow, ruddy, one year old, with tawny eyes“ He 
should obtain a white goat,” etc. ‘ Proksitam’ means sprinkled with 
water during the recitation of sacred hymns; ‘abhyuksitam,’ means sprin¬ 
kled with water without any sacred hymn. The word * cha ’ implies 
that which is lawfully acquired, and that is brought out by such restrain¬ 
ing precepts as A Br&hmana, should acquire wealth by performing 
sacrifices, by teaching, and by receiving presents,” etc.—5. 

What objects are impure or unholy. 

ik i r k n 

=5r3Jt% A^uclii, impure, fra Iti, this. Such. ^uchi- 

pratisedhab, the negation or exclusion of the pure. 

6. Impure,—sucli is the form of the negation of the 

pure.—246. 

TJpaskdra .—He states the characteristic of impure objects : 
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The meaning is that the contrary of such substance as is pure, is 
impure. In other words, a substance of unpraiseworthy colour, taste, 
smell, and touch, or not aspersed, or not sprinkled, or sprinkled with 
forbidden water, or unlawfully acquired, as the substance of a Brahmana 
acquired by agriculture and commerce, is impure.—6. 

What objects are impure or unholy, continued. 

^ ik i *1 vs ii 

Arthantaram, something else. Another thing. ^ Cha, and. 

7. (It is) also something else.—247. 

UpasMra .—He mentions other impure objects: 

The meaning is that where a thing possesses praiseworthy colour, 
taste, smell, and touch, and is at the same time aspersed, sprinkled, and 
lawfully acquired, even there that thing also is impure, if it is vitiated 
by speech or vitiated by intention.—7. 

To produce exaltation, purity must be coupled with self-restraint. 

bruh wrwbfwmr ik m c (I 

IRtTfJT Ayatasya, of the unrestrained. fjKr%3HT<l ^uchi-bhojanat, from 
eating that which is pure. Abhyudayali, exaltation. * Na, not. 

Vidyate, exists. Accrues. Niyama-abhctv&t, owing to the absence 

of self-restraint, fefft Vidyate, exists.’ Accrues. s* Va, and. 
Artha-antaratvat, being a different thing, hr** Yamasya, of self-restraint. 

8. lo trie unrestrained, exaltation does not accrue 
from eating what is pure, inasmuch as there is an absence 
of self-restraint; and it accrues, (where there is self-res¬ 
traint), inasmuch as self-restraint is a different thing (from 
eating).—248. 

Upaslcdm. Now he points out another contributory cause of dharma and adharma : 

‘Ayatasya’ means void of restraint, or unrestrained. The eating of 
one, void of the restraints brought out in such precepts as “ A man should 
take food after washing his hands and feet, and rinsing his mouth 
restrained in speech; while taking food, though restrained, he should 
twice rinse his mouth,” does not tend to exaltation, but to sin. It may 
be asked, Why ? Hence he says, ‘niyama-abhavat,’ i.e., owing to the 
absence of self-restraint, which is a contributory cause. That which 
takes place where self-restraint exists, is now stated. ‘Vidyate va’, i.e., 









VAISESIKA PHILOSOPHY. 


exaltation verily accrues from eating by means of the accompaniment 
of the self-restraint mentioned above. It may be asked, How? So lie 
says, ‘Arfcha-antaratvat yamasya , , i.e., because self-restraint is something 
else than eating. Therefore the meaning is that without the contributory 
cause there is no production of the fruit, and that with it, there is pro¬ 
duction of the fruit.—8. 


Self-restraint alone , again , is not sufficient for the purpose. 


awfif ^ fwrarg. u £ m mi 


STCTRf Asati, non-existing. ^ Cha, and. fwrwi Abhav&t, because of 
non-existence. 


9. (Self-restraint alone is not the cause of exaltation), 
for there is non-existence (of exaltation), where (the eating 
of pure food) does not exist.—249. 

Upuskdra .—It may bo objected, “If self-restraint alone is the governing element, then 
eating is not a governing element at all’.* Accordingly he says: 


‘Of exaltation’ is the complement of the aphorism. ‘ Abliavat,’ i.e., 
since exaltation does not exist, ‘ asati,’ i e., where the eating of pure 
food does not exist, although there is self-restraint. The meaning, 
therefore, is that it is both of them, namely self-restraint and eating, 
which is the cause of merit. The word, eating, is illustrative. Yama 
and Niyama, i.e., self-restraint, external and internal, are accessories 
also of sacrifice, charity, ablutions, oblations, and other actions prescribed 
by the Veda and the Smriti.—9. 

Origin of desire which, being a fault, is an accessory to adharma. 


yJ'dsi.Hi: IK I * I *o|| 

Sukhat, from pleasure, uu: Rdgah, {Lit. Colouration), Desire. 

10. From Pleasure (arises) Desire.—250. 

Upaskdra .—Having thus stated self-restraint as a contributory towards the pro¬ 
duction of dharma, he now -points out the origin of fault, with a view to specify fault 
as an accessory to adharma: 

* Sukhat,’ i.e., from pleasure derived from the enjoyment of gar¬ 
lands, sandal-paste, women, and other objects, ‘ ragah,’ i.e., desire, is 
produced successively for pleasure ofja similar kind, or for the means 
of attaining it. It is also to be considered that from pain begotten by 
snakes, thorns, and the like, aversion arises with regard to sucli pain, or 
with regard to its source. Desire, aversion, and infatuation are called 
faults, inasmuch as they are incentives to activity (which serves to bind 
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tile agent down to this world). Accordingly there is the aphorism of 
Gautama, “Faults have for their characteristic incitement to activity 
(or worldly occupations).” (Nyaya-Sutram, I. i. 18). 10. 

Origin of desire lohich, being a fault, is an accessory to adharma, continued. 


III I ^ I U II 

fat-inayatvat, from transformation] into, absorption, or entire 
occupation of mind with, or habituation to, that. ^ Cha, and. 

11. (Desire and Aversion arise) also through habitua¬ 
tion to that.—251. 

Upaskdra. —“Now,” it may be objected, “if only pleasure and pain produce desire 
and aversion, how then can the latter oxist after the destruction of the former ?” Hence 
he says: 

1 Desire and aversion arise’—this is the complement of the aphorism. 
‘Tat-mayatvam’ means a particular kind of comparatively powerful im¬ 
pression produced by constant or habitual experience of objects,—through 
the influence of which, a sad lover, who does not win his mistress, sees 
his beloved in every object-; and he who has been once bitten by a snake, 
in consequence of the strong impression regarding that, sees snakes 
everywhere. So it has been said, “ fat-mayatvarh, ( lit , full-of-that-ness) 
means the manifestation of that both internally and externally.”—11. 

Above continued , 


II | I H I \ \ II 

Adristat, from destiny or adristam. ^ Cha, and. Also. 

12. (Desire and Aversion arise) from adristam also 
—252. 

Upaskdra .—He brings forward another source (of desire and aversion): 

1 Desire and aversion’—this forms the complement of the aphorism. 

Although adristam is a universal cause, still particular causality, towards 

desire and aversion, sometimes attends it. For instance.it should be in¬ 
ferred by such cases as of desire for a (mistress or) woman on the breaking 
forth of youth even in one who has not in that birth enjoyed the pleasures 
of love, and of aversion towards snakes even in those who have not ex¬ 
perienced the pain of snake-bites. Nor is it only saihskara or impression 
produced iu a previous existence (that is to say, instinct), which supplies 
the missing link in these cases. For there being no proof for the suppo¬ 
sition of its existence, or for the supposition of its resuscitation, the suppo¬ 
sition of adj'it^arh becomes necessary.—12, 
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to adharma , continued . 



IK IUK 


3trf?rf^na; Jaii-vigesat, from particularity of race or racial distinction. 
«eT Cha, and. 

13. (Desire and Aversion arise) also from racial dis¬ 
tinctions.—253. 


Upaskdra— He mentions another contributory eauso (of desire and aversion): 


Thus, human beings have desire for rice, etc.; animals of the deer 
class, for grass, etc.; those of .the camel class, for briers. In these cases 
also, adrifjtash which produces birth in such and such a race, is the govern¬ 
ing principle, while race, i.e., distinction of birth, is only a means or 
medium. Similarly, pigeons, etc., possess desire for crops. In the same 
way, animals of the buffalo class possess aversion towards the horse ; 
dogs, towards the jackal; ichneumons, towards snakes ; and from other 
instances, it is to be inferred (that racial distinction is a means of desire 
and aversion).—13. 


Desire and aversion produce dharma and adharma through inclination. 

I g qq ibfa r IK K It 8 II 

Ichchha-dvesa-ptirvvika, preceded by, or having for its 
antecedents, desire and aversion. Dharma-adharraa-pravrittih, 

Activity, tendency, inclination, or application to dharma And adharma. 

14. Application to dharma and adharma has for its 
antecedents Desire and Aversion.—254. 

UpcisMra Having thus enumerated the efficient causes of desire and aversion, desire 
and aversion being the efficient causes of dharma and adharma , he now points out that 
the causality of faults towards dharma and adharma operates through the medium of 
activity or inclination: 

‘ Pravrittih ’ or employment in a prescribed action, is due to the 
link of desire, and in a prohibited action, e.g., killing, is due to the link 
of aversion. Employment, due to the link of desire, in sacrifices, etc., 
begets dharma ; employment, due to the link of aversion, in killing, etc., 
begets adharma. These same desire and aversion cause the wheel of 
transmigration to revolve. Accordingly there is the aphorism of Gautama, 
“ Pravritti or employment is the operation or exertion of speech, mind, 
and body,” (Nyaya-Shtram, I. i. 17). Verbal employment is exertion of 
speech ; it is meritorious, if it is for the expression of what is true, kind, 
and beneficial; it is sinful, if it is for the expression of what is untrue, un¬ 
kind, and baneful, By ‘ Buddhih,’ (mind), is meant that by which objects 
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'are cognised, i.e., mind. Therefore mental employment is compassion to¬ 
wards all creatures, and other activities. Bodily employment, such as 
almsgiving, ministration, etc., is tenfold as sinful, and tenfold as meri¬ 
torious. 14. 

Vivirti. —The aphorism has been framed in a general way. Hence 
no harm has been done to the production of dharma, etc., also from chance 
contact with the water of the Gahga (the Ganges) and such other sources, 
even though desire and aversion do not exist here. 

Dharma and adliarma are causes of birth and death. 


Tat-sariiyogah, conjunction produced by them. fqvrPT: Vibhagafi 


disjunction 


15. Conjunction (of sonl with body, sense, and life), 
produced by them (i.e., dharma and adliarma), (is called 
birth); Disjunction (of body and mind, produced by them, 
is called death).—255. 


Upas/cum.—Now he states the end or object of dharma and adliarma , i.e., re¬ 
appearance after passing away: 

From these, namely dharma and adliarma, conjunction, i.e, birth, 
results. Connection with non-pre-existing body, sense, and life is here 
termed conjunction. ‘Vibh&gah’ again, denotes disjunction of body 
and mind, characterised as death. The meaning, therefore, is that this 
I system of births and deaths, saihsaru, or ceaseless flow of existences, other¬ 
wise termed pretya-bhava or re-appearance after passing away, is caused 
■ hy dharma and adhavma. The Vedic name of this very pretya-bhdva is 
ajarnjari-bhava or non-decrepit decrepitude.—15. 

How mck$a is attained. 

unfit sureuren n i m t < n 

Atma-karmmasu, actions of the soul taking place, utg : moskah, 
salvation, Vyakhyatah, declared. 

16. (It has been) declared that the actions of the 
soul taking place, salvation (results).— 256. 

Upaskdra .—To ascertain, therefore, what moftsu is, in which there is an end of this 
re-appearance after passing away, of the system of births and deaths, he says : 

This same disjunction of body and mind rises into mok§a or libera¬ 
tion, when there exist the actions of the soul. This is the meaning. Now, 
i the actions of the soul collectively are as follows: ‘audition,’ intellection, 
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practice of holy communion, or yoga, constant meditation, posture, regula¬ 
tion of breath, (lit. lengthening of life), the acquisition of the control of 
the external senses and of the control of the internal sense, spiritual 
intuition of one’s own soul and of the souls of others, accurate knowledge 
of previously produced dharma and adharma which have to be experienced 
in other bodies and places, the building up of various bodies suitable to 
such experience, the exhaustion of that dharma and adharma by experi¬ 
encing them, and ultimate success or emancipation, characterised as cessa¬ 
tion of pain, on the cessation of birth, when there is cessation of tendency to 
action, in consequence of the non-production of subsequent dharma and 
adharma, due to the overcoming of the mists of faults characterised as 
desire and aversion. Of these the prime action of the soul is knowledge 
of the real nature or essence of the six Predicables.—16. 

Here ends the second chapter of the sixth book in the Commentary 
of Saftkara upon the Vaidesika Aphorisms. 

Vivriti. —Spiritual intuition of the reality of the self steals away 
false knowledge, sprung from spiritual blindness, of which the subject- 
matter is that the soul is not distinct from the body, etc. Thereupon there 
is cessation of faults, characterised as desire and aversion ; from which 
follows destruction-of activity or inclination productive of dharma and 
adharma. And from the non-existence of inclination results annihilation 
of birth in the form of the initial conjunction of life with a future body. 
And hence there results final, annihilation of the threefold afflictions. It is 
in this that moh$a consists. Therefore, this treatise is useful, as a system 
of thought intended for the purpose of intellection or thinking about 
things. 
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CANADA SUTRAS VTT, 1-2. 

Book Seventh.—Chapter First. 

Allusion to T. i . 6. 



3r|?r giJT: II I ? I ? II 

3tRT: Uktah, stated, mentioned, enumerated. *pjir: gun&fi, attributes. 

1. Attributes (have been) mentioned (above).—257. 

Upaskdra .—Having examined dhurma and adharma , these being the root causes of 
Samsdra or transmigration, the efficient causes of all that has a production, the means of 
bhoga or worldly experience, and uniformly attaching to each individual soul, from their 
origin, as well as the adristavi of others as conducive to fruits to be experienced by those 
others, the author now calls back to the mind of the disciples the enumeration and defini¬ 
tion of Attributes with the intention of examining these Attributes, 

The meaning is that Attributes have been enumerated and defined. 
Of these colour, etc., seventeen in all, have been verbally stated, and seven 
have been brought forward by the word cha, and. Accordingly all the 
twenty-four Attributes have been mentioned. Now, Attribute-ness con¬ 
notes possession of the ‘ class ’ directly pervaded by existence appearing 
in eternals present in the eternals, or possession of the ‘ class ’ directly 
pervaded by existence appearing in eternals which do not appear in com¬ 
binative causes, or possession of the ‘ class ’ directly pervaded by existence 
appearing in eternals appearing in non-combinative causes, or possession 
of the ‘ class * not appearing in action which does not co-exist in the same 
substratum with the effect.—1. 

What attributes are non-eternal, 

i w i l hoisk ii 

prithivi-adi-rOpa-rasa-gandha-spanSah, The Colour, 
Taste, Smell, and Touch of Earth, etc., i.e., of Earth, Water, Fire, and Air, 
dravya-anityatvat, on account of the non-eternality of the sub¬ 
stances in which they reside, sthstt: Anityab, non-eternal. Cha, also. 

2. The Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch of Earth, 
Water, Fire, and Air, are also non-eternal, on account of the 
non-eternality of their substrata.—258. 

Upaskdra.— Now, tho examination of Attributes, as Attributes,is the subject of the 
seventh book. Of this, in the first Chapter, there are five sections, viz., (1) the examination 
of Attributes as eternal, (2) th e examination of Attributes as non-eternal, (3) the exami¬ 
nation of Attributes due to the action of heat, (4) the examination of Attributes which 
appear or function in more substances than one, e.g., Number, etc., and (5) the examination 
of measure or extension. Herein he states the non-eternality of the four Attributes, 
colour, etc* 

27 
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Of the wholes made up of parts, beginning with Earth, and ending 
with Air, the four Attributes, colour, and the following, are non-eternal. 
Although other Attributes also, being present in wholes made up of parts, 
are really non-eternal, yet (they are not referred to here, because) their 
destruction is also due to other causes. The four Attributes, beginning 
with colour, disappear only on the destruction of their substrata, and not 
in consequence of another, and contradictory, Attribute. 1 Dravya- 
anityatvatThe meaning is that the non-eternality of the dependents is 
on account of the non-eternality of substances upon which they 
depend.—2. 

What attributes are eternal . 

n i % i ^ n 

Etena, by this, Prafg Nityesu, in eternals, fsftm Nityatvam, eter- 
nality. Uktam, stated. Implied. 

3. By this is implied eternality (of Colour, etc., which 
reside) in eternal substances.—-259. 




Upaskdra .—If the non-eternality of substrata governs the non-eternality of colour, 
etc., then; he says, it is obtained from necessary implication, that those colour, etc., 
which reside in eternal substrata, possess eternality. 

Of the same four Attributes, colour, etc., present in eternal substrata, 
eternality is implied‘by this,’which means, by the declaration of non- 
eternality by reason of the non-eternality of the substrata. 

The writer of the Vritti, however, explains thus : 

—this is the reading, with the addition of an % (so that instead of 
‘ eternality,’the reading is‘non-eternality.’) Thus, colour, etc., residing 
jn terrene ultimate atoms, disappear on the. conjunction of fire.—3. . 


Above continued. 


sera) sr fipvT ins M mi 

Apsu, in water. Tejasi, in, fire, Vfiyau, in air, ^ Cha, and. 
fSfcqr: Nityah, eternal. Dravy a-ni ty at vat, in consequence of the 

eternality of substrata. 

4. And also in consequence of the eternality of their 
(respective) substrata, (Colour, etc.) are eternal in Water, Fire, 
and Air.-—260. 

Upaskcira.— Does, th^n, eternality belong also to colour, etc., which reside in terrene 
eternal substances;? Accordingly he specifies (the eternals referred to in the preceding 
aphorism.) # ^ 
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In- aqueous ultimate atoms, Colour, Taste, and Touch are eternal; 
in igneous ultimate atoms, Colour and Touch ; in ultimate atoms of Air 
Touch is eternal. “ But,” it may be asked, “ what is the contradiction, if 
colour, etc., present even in things eternal, be themselves non-eternal like 
Sound, Understanding, etc.?” Accordingly, an additional reason, viz., 
non-appearance of another attribute (vide IV. ii. 3 ante), is indicated by the 
word 51, .‘and.’ For, in Sound, the manifestation of a different attribute 
is observed in the form of tones, high, low, etc.; and in knowledge, etc., 
saijishara, impression or habit, etc., contradictory of, or which oppose, 
knowledge, etc., (are observed). In aqueous, igneous, and aerial ultimate 
atoms, other attributes, contradictory of colour, etc., do not appear. If 
they appeared, then Colour, etc., heterogeneous from the antecedent ones, 
would be observed also in the aqueous and other wholes made up of parts, 
or compounds, originated by the . same ultimate atoms, in the order of 
binary atid other atomic aggregates. But colour, different in kind from 
white colour, does not belong to Water and Fire ; nor do Touches, different 
in kind from cold and hot Touches. “ Hot water,” “ Cold air,”—such 
intuitions are, however, due to the influence of upadhi or adjunct or external 
condition. This is the import.—4. 

Vivriti .—“ But Colour, etc., residing in aqueous ultimate atoms, 
being destructible by the conjunction of fire,” it may be objected, “ why 
this generalisation, namely, “ in eternals ” (in, the preceding aphorism) ?” 
Hence he specifies the eternals. 

The meaning is that Colour, etc., inherent in the eternal earth {i.e., 
ultimate atoms of earth), are not certainly eternal, but that it has been 
stated in the preceding aphorism that those only are eternal, which in¬ 
here in the eternal Water, Fire, and Air {i.e., aqueous, igneous, and aerial 
ultimate atoms). 

What attributes are non-eternal. 




u ^ i \ i * n 

STT^S Anityesu, in non-eternals, sn^r: Anityab, non-eternal, 
j—Dravya-anityatvat, in consequence of the non-eternality of 

substrata. 


5. In non-eternals, (Colour, etc., are) non-eternal, in 
consequence of the non-eternality of their substrata.—261. 

Upas/c«ra.—Already it has been stated that (Colour, etc., are) non-eternal in non 
eternals among terrene substances. Now he states it in the case of aqueous and other 
Hon-eternals also r 
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The meaning is that Colour, etc., of aqueous, and other wholes 
made up of parts, disappear only on the dissolution of substrata, but not 
in consequence of other, contradictory, attributes.— 5. 

Viv?iti .—Are Attributes, inhering in non-eternals, and other than 
Colour, etc., eternal ? If so, then Conjunction, etc., also will be eternal. 
To remove this apprehension, he says : 

The meaning is that Attributes which exist in non-eternal substan¬ 
ces, are, all of them, non-eternal, because their substrata are non-eternal, 
so that eternal Attributes do not at all exist in non-eternal substances. 


Colour, eta., of Earth, produced by burning. 


sfasqf qrawtt; II vs I \ U II 



Karana-guqa-pQrvvakSh^ preceded by, or having for ante¬ 


cedents, the attributes of the causes Prithivyam, in earth. qr3T*IT: 

Pakajah, produced by burning. Due to the action of heat. Thermal. 

6. In Earth, (Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch) hare 
for their antecedents (like) attributes in (its combinative) 
causes, (and are also) due to the action of heat.—262. 

Upashcira .—In earth, appearing in the form of wholes made up of parts, (i.e., in 
terrene bodies), also, Colour, etc., appear and disappear only on the conjunction of fire. 
How, therefore, are they destructible only by the destruction of their substrata ? To 
remove this apprehension, he says : 

4 Pakaj ah ’ means Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch, due to the action 
of heat, 4 Karana-guna-purvvakuh ’ means preceded by the attributes 
of that, e.g., potsherds, etc., which is the combinative cause of the subs¬ 
tratum of Colour, e.g., a water-pot. Thus, the Colour of the potsherd is 
the non-combinative cause of the colour of the water-pot, by means of the 
proximity known as combination in the same object with the cause. So 
also in the case of Taste, etc. Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch possess 
the jdti or 4 class ’ directly pervaded by attribute-ness such as colour¬ 
ness, etc. 

Objection. —Colourness, which is nothing but apprehensibility by the 
eye, is the upadhi or external condition (of colour-perception). 

Answer .—It is not. For, this would entail non-appearance of the 
intuition of colour immediately on the falling of the sense, since an 
upadhi or external condition which is not adjacent, is unfit for producing 
the intuition of that which is conditioned or super-imposed. Here the 
upadhi, again, is the eye, and the same—the ocular sense—is supersensu- 
ous. And apprehensibility is the being the object of apprehension. 
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This too is not an object of ocular perception, 
tinguished or determined by colour-ness is ocular. Colour-ness, therefore, 
is the characteristic of the attribute perceptible by the external sense 
of the eye alone. 

Objection. —But it does not pervade or include supersensuouS 
colour. 

Answer. —The objection does not arise; for, the possession of the 
jdti or class apprehensible by the external sense of the eye alone, is 
intended. Such a jdti is colour-ness; as also are blue-ness, etc. 

Objection. —The manifestations of blue, yellow, etc., are eternal, 
only as each of them is a single, individual, manifestation. There are 
not blue-ness, and other classes, inasmuch as their denotation is a single 
individual. 

Answer. —This is not the case, as it would entail the non-appearance 
of the intuition of deeper blue, deepest blue, etc. 

Objection.— But the use of the comparative and the superlative 
may be caused here by the absence of inter-peuetration of whiteness, 
etc. 

Answer. —It cannot, since there is no proof of it, and also because 
of the intuition, “ Dark colour is gone, red produced.” 

Objection. —But such intuition is caused by the production and 
destruction of combination. 

Answer. —No, since there is no trace of combination there, and 
since combination is eternal. The same ( i.e ., production and destruction 
of combination) being applicable also in the case of the non-eternality 
of the water-pot, etc., the result would be non-finality, since Anyatha- 
siddhi, production by other means, or plurality of causes, can be easily 
ascribed there by way of the very non-eternality of combination. 

Objection. —The attributes, blue, yellow, etc., are not different from 
substance, since there is no difference between a property and that of 
which it is a property. 

Answer. —This cannot be the case, as it would entail such uses as 
“ Colour is water-pot,” “ Touch is water-pot,” etc. 

Objection. —But there is no harm in it, inasmuch as there are really 
such intuitions as “ White cloth,” “ Blue cloth,” etc. 

Answer. —The analogy does not hold, because the intuitions are 
explained by the supposition of elision of the affix, matup, denoting 
possession, or by the supposition of transference of identity. 

Objection. —This supposition would be somewhat probable, were 
there proof of difference. 



since perception dis- 
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Answer.—Hut difference is proved by means of such predication as 
“Colour of sandal-wood,” “ Smell of sandal-wood,” etc. If the cloth 
were identical with colour, then, like the cloth, colour also would be 
perceived by the sense-organ of the skin, and being asked to bring the 
cloth, one would bring some colour whatever, and being asked to bring 
colour, one would bring some substance whatever. 

Objection. —Let, then, there be identity in difference, seeing that in the 
case of absolute difference as well as of absolute identity, co-existence in. 
the same substratum would not be possible. 

Ansyoerh ^This cannot be, for it is impossible for identity and differ¬ 
ence, which are contradictory to each other, to appear together in the 
same place, without the difference of their situation. 

Objection .—But the characteristic of mutual non-existence (or non¬ 
existence which is the counter-opposite of identity, e.g., a waterpot is 
not a cloth) appears in that'which appears in what is not pervaded or in¬ 
cluded, since it is the characteristic of being the property of that which 
appears in eternal non-existence, like the characteristic of absolute non- 
existence (or non-existence which is the counter-opposite of.connection with 
the past, the present,, and the future, e.g., there is no water-pot inside the 
earth). . , 

Answer .—This is not the case. For, in virtue of the intuition of 
conjunction and. its absolute non-existence, the characteristic of appearing 
in that which is not pei’vaded, is observed of absolute non-existence, 
but, in the case of mutual non-existence, such intuition does not 
exist. « . ■ 

Now, this colour is of various kinds in Earth ; in Water and Fire, it 
is only white. Sometimes there is one more colour, i.e., variegated or 
compound colour, also in a cloth, etc.; for, otherwise, they would not be 
objects of visual perception, since only substances possessing colour can 
be objects of perception by the eye. 

Objection —But there can be no origination of colour by heteroge¬ 
neous colours. ■ • >i 

Answer. —This is not the case ; for, homogeneity, only as constituted 
by the characteristic, of being, colour,, is required-in the origination of 
blue, yellow, etc., since otherwise, as has been already stated, they 
would not be objects of visual perception. 

Objection .—But the apprehension of the colour of a whole made up 
of parts is possible by means of the apprehension of the colours of those 
parts. “ /■ v, . - .. 
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Answer.—-It is not, as it would entail that the parts' also, possessing 
variegated or compound colour, are themselves void of colour. Moreover, 
wherever, in consequence of the action of heat, variegated colour appears 
in ultimate atoms, there also variegated colour is produced in the cloth, 
etc., originated by them successively. 

Objection. —In the yellow myrobalan, then, taste also is variegated. 

Ansiver. —No, for no harm would be done; even if the yellow 
myrobalan were Void of taste. ' The tradition of six tastes, however, is 
due to the causality which produces the effects or properties of those 
tastes. I . ,• , . 

' Similarly, smell also is not variegated, since a fragrant and anon- 
fragrant part are not'its originators. . • 

Objection.— In the parts of a karhati or cucumber, there is sometimes 
bitterness, and sometimes sweetness. Which taste, then, exists in karkati ? 

Answer. —Only sweetness. 

Objection. —There existing a conflict of attributes, how can it 
be so?. .. 

Answer,. —On Account of the non-existence'of bitterness in the parts 



thereof: ; ; ;,! 

Objection. —How, then, does such sensation (of bitterness) arise ? 
Answer.— -It arises from the bitter taste of the bilious substance exist¬ 
ing at: the tip of the tongue irritated by the eating of the karkati. It is 
from this cause that sometimes the mouth also becomes bitter. - 
: Objection.—But how does not this explanation apply in the case of 

the yellow myrobalan also.? ' . ; ' ^ . I 

Answer.— Because, in the parts of the' yellow myrobalan, various 
tastes are felt, e,g., . .sour, sweet, salt, etc. There is no need of further 
argumentation or elaboration. .. . . « . . .,.‘ 4 

And this colour is an auxiliary to the eye. e.i :. 

Objection,—Such being the case, how do the non-existence of Colour- 
in air, and darkness become objects of ocular perception ? 

Answer. —The question does not arise, since colour is an auxiliary to 
the eye in the apprehension only of existences or, objective realities. The 
colours of all the three, viz., the object, the.light, and the eye, are exciting 
causes of ocular perception. . . , 

Taste, again, is that which possesses the jati or ‘ class,’ taste-ness. 
Taste-ness is the jati.or ‘ class ’ which is the object of immediate cognition 
producible by the sense: of taste alone. And the possession of such a. jati 
or ‘ class ’ is taste-ness. It is this, the source of vitality, growth, strength, 
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and health, that is an auxiliary to the tongue. Thus, taste-ness being 
possession of the jdti or ‘ class ’ pervaded by attribute-ness capable 
of being apprehended by the organ of the tongue, there is no non-perva¬ 
sion, i.e., exclusion, of super-sensuous taste. 


Attribute, apprehensible by the nose alone*, is Smell. Smell-ness is 
the possession of the jdti or 4 class’ pervaded by attribute-ness apprehensible 
by the nose only. It is two-fold, being fragrant and non-fragrant. Or 
Smell-ness denotes the possession of the jdti or ‘class ’ directly pervaded by 
attribute-ness appearing only in that which is present in Earth. 

In like manner, Touch also is the attribute possessing the jdti or 
‘ class,’ touch-ness. Touch-ness denotes the possession of the jdti or 4 class ’ 
directly pervaded by attribute-ness apprehensible by the organ of the skin 
only. Inhering in the quartet of substances, (namely, Earth, Water, Fire, 
Air), it is, again, three-fold, according to the differences of neither hot nor 
cold, cold, and hot. 

Now, in passing, the process due to the action of heat, is considered. 
Here, according to those who hold the theory of the burning of an earthen 
pot (as a whole), the whole of the effect and the cause is burnt. Those who 
hold the theory of the burning of the ultimate atoms (constituting the 
whole), maintain that it is the ultimate atoms which are separately burnt, 
that it is in them that there take place destruction of the previous colour 
and production of the succeeding colour, etc., and that, following the 
course of the attribute of the cause, colour, etc., are produced in the burnt 
(wholes made up again) of (burnt) parts. Here the sense is as follows : 
From the impulse or the impact, given by fire, to a raw substance, e.g., 
a water-pot, etc., thrown in a kiln, disjunction, which is the counter¬ 
opposite of conjunction originative of a compound substance, appears 
among the ultimate atoms originative of that raw substance, and on the 
destruction of originative conjunction by that disjunction, destruction of 
the substance must take place. For, it is seen that of rice, etc., placed in 
a pan, destruction takes place at once from frying, only by the application 
of heat from below, and that, (under similar conditions), intense ebullition 
takes place in milk, water, and the like. Therefore, it is hoping too much 
that substances, smitten with flames of fire on all sides, in a kiln, will 
endure. Moreover, if there be no destruction of substances, then burning at 
their centre will not be possible. For, there is no possibility of conjunction 
of fire at the centre which is enclosed with harder other constituent parts. 
So that there will be this great incongruity that the parts are dark but the 
whole made up of those parts is red. 
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Objection .—Substances which, are wholes made up of parts, are cer¬ 
tainly porous. Iiow, otherwise, can oil, clarified butter, etc., poured into 
a jar, etc., ooze out, and how also can these be boiled ? Hence, at the 
centre also, there can be conjunction of fire. 

Answer .—This cannot be, inasmuch as, on account of the exclusion 
of ponderable or corporal or dense substances in virtue of the property of 
impenetrability, conjunction of fire is impossible at the centre which is 
already conjoined with other (constituent) parts. 

Objection .—If there is destruction of the substance, how, then, can 
there be the recognition, “ This is that very water-pot ? ” How again, in 
all changes of conditions, in the kiln, etc., are the water-pot, etc., observed 
in one and the some form ? How is it that a pan, a plate, etc., placed on the 
burning water-pot, etc., are observed in the same position ? For they 
should fall down on the dissolution of the water-pot, etc. How, again, are 
exactly the same number of wholes as are placed in the furnace, afterwards 
obtained from it? For, during the process of burning, the origination is 
possible, of more or less substances, by the (dissolved) ultimate atoms, in 
the order of binary and other atomic aggregates. How, again, are water- 
pot, etc., of exactly the same dimensions, observed to come out from the 
furance ? How, again, will not the marks of lines and prints be obliterat¬ 
ed ? Burning, therefore, takes place only in the wholes. 

Answer .—Such is not the case. For disjunction of three or four 
tertiary atomic aggregates being effected from a water-pot, etc., with the 
point of a needle, there being destruction of substance as a whole in con¬ 
sequence of the destruction of conjunction originative of substance, all 
such contradictions appear in, or are explained on, both the theories. For, 
even they who hold the theory of the burning of the water-pot as a whole, 
cannot venture to say that substance as a whole is not destroyed in the 
case of the above instance. 

Even in that case the water-pot, etc., are not destroyed, since it is 
possible for an effect to continue to exist by inhering in the remaining 
constituent parts even when there has been destruction of some constituent 
parts. Were it not so, recognition, etc., would be really impossible. This 
is the view of the Mim&msakas. But they should be asked how the 
water-pot, etc., bearing relation to the situation or arrangement of all the 
constituent parts, can appear in a smaller number of consituent parts. If 
it be their reply that it is possible in the same way as is possible contrac¬ 
tion of measure or extension or quantity in a cloth which is not yet destroy¬ 
ed ; we reply that there can be no such analogy, for there is no observation 
28 
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of contraction and expansion in the case of wood, stone, pillar, earthen 
jar, etc., made up of harder constituent- parts. It cannot he rejoined by 
them that what is said to destroy the water-pot, etc., destroys only its 
measure or extension; for, measure or extension can be destroyed only by 
the destruction of its substratum. Moveover, like the recognition of the 
water-pot, etc., measure or extension also is recognised in the case of the 
needle-scratch, whereas in their view its destruction also is impossible. 
This is the point. 


On the theory of those who hold that disjunction which is the counter- 
opposite of conjunction originative of substance as well as disjunction 
which is not its counter-opposite, are produced by one and the same action 
in the constituent part, there is production of red colour, etc., at the 
ninth moment counting from the destruction of the binary atomic ag¬ 
gregate, in another binary atomic aggregate, since action is conceived to 
exist in the very same ultimate atom. Thus, there is first action in the 
ultimate atom originative of the binary atomic aggregate, from the im¬ 
pulse given by fire ; then, disjunction ; then destruction of conjunction 
originative of substance ; then, destruction of the binary atomic aggregate ; 
then, in consequence of conjunction of fire, disappearance of dark colour, 
etc., from the pure or singly existing ultimate atom, after the destruction 
of the binary atomic aggregate ; after destruction of dark colour, etc., 
production of red colour, etc., from another conjunction of fire ; after pro¬ 
duction of red colour, etc., cessation of action in the ultimate atom ; 
following it, action in the ultimate atom, from conjunction of soul posses¬ 
sing adi’istam or destiny ; then, disjunction ; then, cessation of previous 
conjunction; then, conjunction, originative of substance, with another ulti¬ 
mate atom ; then, production of the binary atomic aggregate'; after the pro¬ 
duction of the binary atomic aggregate, production of red colour, etc., 
in the progressive order of the attribute of the cause. These are the nine 
moments, if a different action is produced just at the moment of the cessa¬ 
tion of the previous action. If, on the other hand, a different action is 
produced not at the moment of the cessation of the previous action, then 
there are ten moments. Even if disjunction, etc., produced by disjunction, 
be admitted, still there are ten moments, if disjunction produced by dis¬ 
junction has reference to the time in which destruction of conjunction 
originative of substance takes place. If, on the other hand, disjunction 
produces another disjunction with reference to the time in which destruc¬ 
tion of substance takes place, then there are eleven moments in the 
process. Thus, destruction of the binary atomic aggregate and disjunction 
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produced by disjunction, at one moment; then, destruction of previous 
conjunction, and cessation of dark colour, etc.; subsequent conjunction and 
production of red colour, etc. ; cessation of disjunction produced by dis¬ 
junction and of action, by means of subsequent conjunction ; then, action 
in the ultimate atom, favourable to origination of substance; disjunction 
from action ; cessation of previous conjunction from disjunction; thence, 
conjunction originative of substance; thence production of substance ; 
production of red colour, etc., in the produced substance. These are the 
ten moments. Where, however, production of disjunction by disjunction 
depends upon the passing of the time containing the destruction of 
substance, there are, by the increase of one moment, eleven moments. Thus, 
destruction of substance; then disjunction produced by disjunction and 
cessation of dark colour, etc.; then subsequent conjunction and production 
of red colour, etc. ; then cessation of disjunction produced by disjunction 
and of action ; then action in the ultimate atom, favourable to the origina¬ 
tion of substance; then disjunction; cessation of previous conjunction; 
production of conjunction originative of substance; production of the 
binary atomic aggregate; production of red colour, etc. These are the 
eleven moments. Such is the process on the conception of action and cessa¬ 
tion of action in one and the same ultimate atom. If action favourable to 
the origination of substance is conceived to take place in a different ulti¬ 
mate atom, then the production of red colour, etc., should be understood to 
appear at the fifth, sixth, seventh, or eighth moment commencing from 
destruction of the binary atomic aggregate. The same has been explained 
in Kanada-Rahcisyam. —6. 

\l # 

Colour, etc., of Earth, 'produced by burning, continued. 


|| VS | \ | V9 || 

Eka-dravya-tvat, Because of the characteristic of inhering in one 

substance. 


7. Because their substratum is the same.—263. 

UpusMru.—ln order to establish that the Colour, etc., of terrene ultimate atoms have 
conjunction of Are as their non-combinative cause, he says : 

The expression, “of (attributes) produced from burning,” is the 
complement of the aphorism. “ Being attributes,” and “ being effects ” 
are also intended here. The whole sentence, therefore, means: Colour 
etc., of terrene ultimate atoms, have conjunction for their non-combinative 
cause, inasmuch as these, being product-attributes, are at the same time 
non-abhorrent or non-incongruent attributes inhering in eternals, like 
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.nd, and like Understanding, etc. Or, the sddhya , or wliat has to be 
proved, is merely the characteristic of being produced from conjunction. 
Hence there is no undue extension to, or inclusion of, Sound produced 
from disjunction, since conjunction of Air is the efficient cause of all 
Sounds whatever. And from the observation of the presence and absence 
of fire in relation to them, the non-combinative causality of conjunction of 
fire, towards terrene colour, etc., is proved by the force of paksa-dharmatd 
i.e., the characteristic of the vydpya or the middle term, the mark of 
inference, existing in the pak$a or the subject of the conclusion.—7. 

Vivriti— The question may arise, how the attributes of the cause, 
as they do not exist in the effect, can be productive of the attributes of the 
effect, when there is thus a difference of substrata. Apprehending this, 
he says: 


Because they have one substance as their substratum, that is to say, 
because there is co-existence in the same substratum. Thus, even though 
the attributes of the cause do not exist in the effect by the relation of 
immediate combination, yet, inasmuch as they exist in the effect by the 
relation of co-existence in the same substratum in the form of combination 
with that which is in combination with them, their productiveness of the 
attributes of the effect is not unproved. This is the import. 


Non-cognition of Minuteness and cognition of 
Magnitude , explained before . 

v n vs \ \ \ z \\ 

Ano& of_the atom or atomic. Mahata(i, of tlie molecular or the 

dense or the extended, •sc Clia, and. Upalabdhi-anupalabdhI, 

cognition and non-cognition. Nitye, 'j in (the book treating of) the eternal. 

Vyakhyate, explained. 

8. Cognition and non-cognition of the atomic and the 
extended or massive, respectively, have been explained in 
(the booh treating of) the eternal.--264. 

17 paskdra. —Raving elucidated Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch, by long discourses, and 
going to begin first the examination of Measure or Extension, in violation of the order of 
enumeration (of the Attributes), following the maxim* of the needle and the'kettle, inas¬ 
much as Measure or Extension is proved by common consent, whereas there is a wide 
range of divergent views on the question of Number,—he says : 


* The maxim of the needle and the kettle is that when a man has got to turn out a 
needle and a kettle, he first makes the needle, the smaller and easier piece of work, and 
then devotes his whole attention, energy, and time to the manufacture of the kettle, the 
larger and more difficult piece of work, 
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The term, ‘ in the eternal,’ signifies the fourth book, demonstrative 
of the eternal, i.e., the container, by the contained. ‘ Cognition and non¬ 
cognition ’ : The application (of these words) will be according to 
relevancy, on the maxim, “ When one thing is relevant to another, it 
belongs to that other, even though lying at a distance.” So that the 
proposition, “ Non-cognition of the atomic,” is obtained. In like manner, 
in the perceptual cognition, therefore, namely, “ A large, blue jug,” 
Measure or Extension also is as much an object (of perception) as blue 
colour. And by means of this Measure or Extension, Measure or Extension 
terminating in the ultimate atom, is inferred, as also from Substance-ness. 
Moreover, in the perceptibility of Substance, Measure or Extension also is 
a cause, like colour ; for, without magnitude, substance cannot be percep¬ 
tible. It is, therefore, ascertained that, as being a cause of the percepti¬ 
bility of Substance, and being itself perceptible, an attribute, called 
Measure or Extension, exists. For, were the distinctive form of a water- 
pot, etc., its Measure or Extension, a man would bring any water-pot, 
when he was told to bring *n[^, the massive or the extended, and thus 
there would be a contradiction between the order of the master and the 
apprehension of it by the servant. Likewise from the term water-pot, 
Measure or Extension would be understood, or from the term, Measure or 
Extension, a water-pot. 


Measure or Extension is the non-common or specific cause of the 
usage or application of measures, or a universal attribute inhering in the 
object which is the cause of the perceptual cognition of Substance. 
Application of measures is the application of cubits, spans, etc., but not 
the application of weights, numbers, etc. This Measure or Extension 
is of four kinds, namely, Largeness, Smallness, Length, and Shortness. 
Of these, extreme largeness and extreme length exist in the four ‘ univer¬ 
sal ’ (i.e., Space, Time, Ether, and Soul); extreme smallness and extreme 
shortness exist in the ultimate atoms; the next (higher) degree of 
smallness and shortness exists in binary atomic aggregates ; largeness and 
length exist in substances from tertiary atomic aggregates upwards to 
composite wholes (or compound bodies as they exist in nature). In this 
manner, all substances whatever possess two Measures or Extensions. The 
attribution of smallness to a vilva or a hael fruit, amalaka (phylanthus 
amblica), etc., and of shortness to fuel-sticks, sugar-canes, etc., is relative. 
And relativity here denotes the non-existence of bulkiness. The bulkiness 
that exists in the amalaka (emblic myrobalan), does not exist in the 
jujube; the bulkiness that exists in the vilva, does not exist in the 
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amaldka. It is this balkiness, which is the denotation of the term, 
relativity, inasmuch as it partakes of both the primary and secondary 
uses. 


Some maintain that length and shortness do not exist in the eternal 
substances. Others hold that these are not even modes of Measure or - 
Extension ; for, what they mean is this : As in the command, “ Bring the 
longer ones from amongst those bodies,” so also in the command, “ Bring 
the spherical and the triangular ones from amongst those bodies,” discri¬ 
mination being equally possible, sphericity or roundness, etc., also will 
have to be admitted as modes of Measure or Extension.—8. 


Largeness or magnitude how produced . 

11 VS | •) | 5. II 

Karana-vahutvat, from a multiplicity of causes. ^ Clin, also. 

9. Largeness or Magnitude is produced, from a 
multiplicity of causes also.—265. 

Upaskdra. —He now enumerates the causes of measure or extension. 

The word ‘cha-’ implies the addition of magnitude and -prachaya, i.e., 
loose conjunction among parts. “ Measure or extension is produced ”— 
this is the complement of the aphorism. Among these, multiplicity of 
causes alone produces largeness or magnitude and length in tertiary 
atomic aggregates, since magnitude and accretion do not exist in their 
causes. That multiplicity is produced by the relative understanding of 
God, and the apprehension of particular aclristam or destinies, deter¬ 
mines this plurality of objects in such relative understanding. Likewise, 
it will be stated hereafter, duality existing in two atoms is productive of 
measure or extension in a binary atomic aggregate. In a piece of cloth, 
originated by two non-coalescent threads, it is magnitude alone whicli 
is the non-combinative cause, since multiplicity and coalescence do not 
exist there. Where again, a ball of cotton is originated by two other 
balls of cotton, in this case, inasmuch as an increase of measure or exten¬ 
sion is observed, therefore accretion is the cause, since multiplicity does 
not exist, and since magnitude, though existing, is not a condition or 
occasion for increase of measure or extension. Such being the case, were 
magnitude a cause here, there would be no defect in the argument, for it 
has been said, “ By two, by one, or by all.” 

Prachaya, coalescence or accretion, is originative conjunction, and 
is defined as conjunction in an object of some of its constituent parts to¬ 
wards itself, in which object some of the constituent parts were not in 
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conjunction towards itself. And this conjunction of constituent parts, it 
has been observed, is dependent upon a loose conjunction among their 
own constituent parts, is productive of measure, or extension, and is 
involved in the origination of Attributes and Actions.—9. 

The atomic is the opposite of the large or massive ; the short, of the long. 


II ^ I u Ml 


Atah, of this. Viparitam, the contrary. Anu, the atomic, 

small, or minute. 

10. The contrary of this is the atomic.—266. 

Upaskdra .—Having demonstrated magnitude and length, he now demonstrates 
atomic-ness or minuteness. 

‘Atah,’ i.e., from large or massive measure or extension established 
by perception ; ‘viparitam,’ (i.e., divergent). The meaning is that that is 
atomic measure or extension. The contrariety arises from imperceptibility, 
and from contrariety of causes also. For in the case of magnitude or 
massiveness, magnitude, multiplicity, and accretion are the causes, while 
in the case of atomic-ness or minuteness, duality inhering in the cause and 
produced by the relative understanding of God, is the cause. By this is 
also to be understood that the contrary of length is shortness, and here 
too the contrariety is as aforesaid.—10. 


In what sense the same thing appears both small and large. 

inwun? farnrumg insmtui 

Anu, atomic, small, minute, Mahat, large, massive, ffn Iti, such. 

?rf%T*Tasmin, in that, i.e., in respect of one and the same object. 
Visesa-bhftvat, from the existence of the species, or of the peculiarity. 
Vi^esa-abhavat, from the non-existence of the species, or of the peculiarity. 

11. ‘(It is) smaller,’ ‘(It is) larger,’—such affirm¬ 
ations, in respect of one and the same object, arise from the 
existence of the species, or of the peculiarity, and from the 
non-existence of the species, or of the peculiarity.—267 

Upaitcaru.— He now shows that in tho case of a jujube, an amilaka, etc., the attribu¬ 
tion of smallness is secondary or relative. 

The word, ‘ iti,’ indicates the sense of attribution or usage. There 
is, then, all this usage that a jujube is small in relation to a tucZ-fruit, 
that an emblic myrobolan is large in relation to a jujube, that a 6oeZ-fruit 
is large in relation to an emblic myrobalan. Amongst these, ‘ (It is) 
large ’ —such usage with regard to them is primary. If it be: asked how 
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it is so, lie says, * virfesa-bh&v&t,’ i.e., because of ‘Khava,’ i.e., the existence 
of ‘ viifesa,’ i.e., the very species, magnitude, by ‘bhava,’ i.e., the 
relation of more, most, etc. On the other hand, the treatment of them as 
being small, is secondary or relative. If it be asked how this is so, he 
says, ‘ videsa-abliavat,’ i.e., because of the non-existence in them of the 
species, smallness. For, smallness, as an effect, resides only ih binary 
atomic aggregates, and, as eternal, resides in the ultimate atoms, and 
consequently it does not exist in a jujube, etc. 

Or, the meaning may be, that the treatment of a jujube, etc., as 
small is secondary, because of the ‘ bhavft,’ i.e., the existence, in the 
constituent parts of the jujube, etc., of the ‘ virfesa,’ i.e., the cause of 
magnitude, namely, multiplicity' of constituent parts, magnitude, and 
accretion, and because of the abhAv&, i.e., the non-existence, in the 
constituent parts of the jujube, etc., of the videsa, i.e., the cause of smallness, 
namely, duality which does not co-exist in the same substratum with 
magnitude.—11. 


In what sense the same thing appears both small and large, continued- 


u i ? i n II 


Eka-kala-tvat, from simultaneity (of the cognitions of largeness 
and smallness). 

12. (The attribution of smallness is secondary), be¬ 
cause of the simultaneity (of the cognition of largeness and 
smallness in respect of the same object.)—268. 

(JjKisMra .—He gives the reason why the attribution of smallness is secondary: 

Magnitude and minuteness are perceived at one and the same time. 
And these, magnitude and minuteness, being mutually contradictory, 
cannot appear together in one and the same substratum. The intuition 
of magnitude, therefore, is there primary inasmuch as the cause of 
magnitude exists there, and the intuition and application of minuteness 
are secondary. This is the meaning.—12. 


Above continued. 


u vs I \ i $ ^ u 


Drist&ntat, from example, or analogue, ■sr Cha, And. 

13. Also because there is the analogue.—269. 

Upuskdra.—lle states the reason for the primariness of the intuition of magnitude : 
The meaning is that it is seen likewise that in the natural order of 
things the practical recognition, i.e., the application, of large, larger, 







KAN AD A SUTRAS VIT, 1-15. 



arfcl largest, must be with regard only to tilings possessing magnitude, 
namely, the jujube, the emblic myrobalan, and tlie bad fruit, just as the 
application of white, whiter, and whitest, is, according to the nature of 
things, with regard only to white objects, namely, a piece of cloth, a 
conch-shell, a crystal, etc.—13. 


Minuteness and magnitude do not exist in minuteness and magnitude. 

Anutva-mahattvayoh, in minuteness and magnitude. 

Amitva-mahattva-abhdvah, non-existence of minuteness and 
of magnitude. Karmma-gunaih, by Actions and Attributes. 

Vyakhyatah, explained. 

14. The non-existence of minuteness and magnitude, 
in minuteness and magnitude, is explained by (the explana¬ 
tion, already given, of the non-existence of Actions and 
Attributes, in) Actions and Attributes.—270. 

Upctskuru. *It may be objected : In virtue of the usage, “Small Measure or Extension,” 
H Large Measure or Extension,” it is known that there is magnitude also in magnitude as 
a measure or extension, and that there is smallness in smallness also. How, then, can 
these be said to exist in Substance alone ? How, again, does not the contradiction result, 
in Attribute, of being existent in Attribute ? 

To this he replies : 

The meaning is that as Attribute and Action do not possess minuteness 
and magnitude, so also do not minuteness and magnitude possess minu¬ 
teness and magnitude. The usage should be regarded as derivative.—14. 

Above continued . 

wifi?: g*or s? TP^TTrTT: ii vs i \ \ 9 y. u 

Karmmabhih, by actions. Karmmdni, actions. 5%: Gunaili 

by attributes. ^ Cha, and. Gunah, attributes, SEjnsRHcfr: Vyakhy&tah 
explained. y *' 

15. Actions have been explained (to be void) of 
Actions, and Attributes, of Attributes.—271. 

Upuskdm.—It may be urged that as Attributes are possessed of Attributes,—and 
how else could there be such uses as “ Large (i.e., extensive) Bound,” “ Two Bounds,” “ One 
Sound , 11 “ Twenty-four Attributes,” etc. ?—and as Actions appear to be possessed of 
Actions,—and how else could there be such uses as “ lb goes quickly,” “ It goes swiftly 
so minuteness and magnitude must also be possessed of minuteness and magnitude 
29 
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With this in view, he says : 

By Actions, Actions are not possessed of Actions. By Attributes, 
Attributes are also not possessed,of Attributes. In like manner, minute¬ 
ness and magnitude are also not possessed of minuteness and magnitude. 
The usage, however, is, in all these cases, derivative. This is the mean¬ 
ing.—15. 

Minuteness and Magnitude do not exist in Attribute or in Aetion. 


sqiwar: » vs i \ \ n 

Anutva-mahattvabhy^m, by minuteness and magnitude. 

Karmma-gun&h, actions and attributes. ^ Cha, and. Vy&khya- 

t&ii, explained. 

16. By minuteness and magnitude, Actions and 
Attributes also are explained (to be void of minuteness 
and magnitude).—272. 

UpasMra .—It may be urged that usage such as “ Large Actions,” “ Minute Actions,” 
“ Large Attributes,” “ Minute Attributes,” etc., entails that Actions possess minuteness 
and magnitude, and also Attributes possess both of them. In anticipation of this, ho 
says : 

The meaning is that as minuteness and magnitude are not possessed 
of minuteness and magnitude, so Actions are not possessed of either 
of them, nor are Attributes possessed of either of them. Their treatment 
as such, however, is derivative as aforesaid. This is the import.—16. 


Length and shortness do not exist in length and shortness. 

II vs | \ I n 

if%fT Etena, hereby. Dirghatva-hrasvatve, length and shortness. 

Vydkhydte, explained. 

17. Hereby are explained Length and Shortness.—273. 

OpasMra .—He extends the process of minuteness and magnitude to length and 
shortness. 

Length and shortness also are not possessed of length and shortness. 
Whatever is productive of magnitude, the same is productive of length ; 
whatever is productive ot minuteness, the same is productive of shortness* 
If it be asked, the cause being the same, how there can he this difference 
in the effect, the reply is that it is proved or explained, like attributes 
produced by burning, by the difference of antecedent non-existence. 
Wherever there is minuteness, there is shortness ; where there is eternal 
minuteness, there is eternal shortness, etc. This is the meaning of the 
extension or analogy.—17. 
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How Measure or Extension is destroyed. 
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3 TR& Anitye, in the non-eternal. Anityam, non-eternal, perishable. 

] 8. In the non-eternal, (Measure or Extension also is) 
non-eternal.—2 74. 

Upuskclru .— Ho now points out that which destroys (Moasure or Extension) 

All this four-fold Measure or Extension, being present in perishable 
substance, disappears only on the destruction of the substratum, and not 
on account of contradictory, other attributes. 

Objection. —But the Measure or Extension of a water-pot is destroyed, 
although the water-pot still exists; how else, even after the breaking of 
the neck of the water-pot, can there be the recognition, “ This is that very 
water-pot ” ? 

Answer. —This is not the case, inasmuch as the destruction of the 
water-pot is necessary or inevitable, by the destruction of the substratum. 
For, it stands neither to reason nor to experience that, the binary atomic 
aggregates being destroyed on the destruction of the conjunction of two 
ultimate atoms, there is non-destruction of the tertiary atomic aggregates 
constituted by the binary ones, and of limestone, etc., constituted by the 
tertiary atomic aggregates. 

Objection. —How then does the recognition arise ? 

Answer. —It is an error, like’the recognition, “ This is that very 
flame of the lamp.” 

Objection. —But the recognition of the lamp is certainly correct know¬ 
ledge; whereas minuteness and magnitude undergo production and des¬ 


truction. 


Ansioer, This cannot be maintained, because it has been already 
mentioned that their destruction is not possible without the destruction of 
their substratum.—18. 

What Measure or Extension is eternal. 


fosrn II vs i % | * || 


Nitye, in. the eternal. Nityam, eternal. 

19. In the eternal, (Measure or Extension also is) 
eternal.—275. 

Upask&ra. Is then minuteness, inhering in ultimate atoms, destroyed, as are Oolou 
etc., o t terrene ultimate atoms ? Is magnitude also, inhering in ether, etc., destroyed ** 
i^re Sound, Understanding, etc. ? In anticipation of these objections, he says: 
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Measure or Extension which exists in eternal substances; e.g ., ether, 
etc., and also in the ultimate atoms, is eternal, since there is nothing to 
destroy it.—19. 

Eternal Measure or Extension is called Parimajjidalam. 


11 \s i? n 

Nityam, eternal. Parimandalam, Purimandala ) the all¬ 

round, or the spherical. Measure or Extension of the ultimate atom. 

20. Parimandala is eternal.—276. 

Upaskdm .—He states the name by which the Measure or Extension of the ultimate 
atom is denoted in the Vaisesika system :— 

Pdrimaridalyarn has the same denotation as ‘ Parimandalarp. , So it 
has been said, “ Elsewhere than in Ptirimandalya , etc.”—20. 

Proof of true Minuteness and true Shortness . 

frftsn n u « i % \ w u 

Avidya, false knowledge. Nescience. ^ Cha, moreover, and. 

Vidya-lingam, mark or indication of knowledge. 

21. False knowledge is, moreover, the (inferential) 
mark of (true) knowledge.—277. 

Upcislcdra .—It may be asked : If minuteness, or shortness, as applied respectively to 
a jujube, an emblic myrobalan, etc., and to fuel-sticks, sugar-canes, etc., is not transcend¬ 
ental or real, (but apparent only), what then is the proof of them as transcendental ? 

Accordingly he says: 


‘The mark of knowledge’ is ‘false knowledge.’ The meaning, 
therefore, is this : The cognition or consciousness of minuteness in respect 
of a jujube, an emblic myrobalan, etc., and the consciousness of shortness 
in respect of sticks for fuel, sugar-canes, etc., are all avidya or false know-? 
ledge, inasmuch as real or transcendental minuteness and shortness do 
not exist there. Moreover, it is admitted by those who hold the doctrine 
of anyathcL-hhyati, illusion of the senses, that everywhere unscientific know¬ 
ledge is just preceded by scientific knowledge. So that true consciousness 
of minuteness, as well as true consciousness of shortness, should be in¬ 
ferred. This is the meaning. In like manner, secondary use of words 
being impossible without the primary use, minuteness and shortness, in 
the primary sense of the terms, must be thought of to be present some¬ 
where.—21. 

Vivriti. —But why should substance, in the form of the ultimate 
atom, be admitted, when it is not perceptible to the senses ? On the 
other hand, substance which is perceptible to the senses, such as a tertiary 
atomic aggregate, etc., should be recognised, 
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meet this objection he says: 

‘ Avidyti,’ i.e., unscientific knowledge, in other words, cognitions, 
such as “ Earth is eternal,” “ Water is eternal,” etc., of which the objects 
are wholes made up of parts, is the inferential ‘ mark,’ of * Vidya,’ i.e., 
scientific knowledge, namely, that Earth is eternal, of which the object is 
(i.e., in respect of), the ultimate atom; because everywhere scientific 
knowledge, is preceded by unscientific knowledge, for nowhere it is 
possible for a man to have the erroneous idea that Earth is eternal, if he 
does not know what eternality is. This is an indirect proof. The method 
of proof of ultimate atoms as realities, which has been pointed out before, 
should be preferred. 

Ether and Sold possess infinite Measure or Extension. 

grew u vs i \ i n 

Vibhavat, in consequence of omnipresence, infinite expansion, or 
universality. Mahan, vast. Immense. Infinitely large. AkasSafc, 

Ether, rf^rr Tatba, so. The same. ^ Cha, and. Also. Atma, Soul. 

22. Ether, in consequence of its vast expansion, is 
infinitely large. So also is the Soul.—278. 

Upaskara .—He describes the nature or proper form of the Measure or Extension of 
Ether, etc., which has been already inferred by the mark of their substance-ness. 

‘ Vibhavah ’ denotes capacity for conjunction, or the characteristic of 
being in conjunction, with all dense bodies ; and this, being impossible, 
or incapable of proof, without vast magnitude, leads to the inference of 
vast magnitude. It is also observed by us that Sounds are produced, just 
at one and the same time, both at Bdrdimsi (Benares) and at Pataliputra 
(Patna) ; it is one and the same Ether that is here the combinative cause. 
Consequently the pervasion of Ether is proved. Pervasion, again, 
consists only in connection with infinitely vast Measure or Extension. 
To suppose a diversity of Ether would be superfluous; hence only one 
Ether should be recognised. Such reference as “ A portion or division 
of Ether,” is, however, relative, being due to conjunction with the water- 
pot-, etc., (occupying a limited space, or) possessing limits. And the rela¬ 
tivity consists in the characteristic of being in conjunction with substances 
possessing limits. 

4 Tath4 atma ’ : As Ether is immensely vast, since it possesses 
universal pervasion, that is, the characteristic of being in conjunction 
with all dense bodies, so is also the Soul immensely vast. Did not the 
characteristic of being in conjunction with all dense bodies belong to the 
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"Soul, then action would not be produced in the respective dense bodies, 
as a result of conjunction of the Soul carrying its adristam or destiny, in¬ 
asmuch as adristam, being present in a different substratum, is dependent 
upon or stands in need of, ‘ proximity,’ (or a common platform), in order 
that it may be productive of action ; and that ‘ proximity ’ is nothing but 
conjunction of the Soul carrying its adristam. Likewise, as the body 
moves on, the production of knowledge, pleasure, etc., in particular situa¬ 
tions, is impossible or incapable of proof except on the theory of the univer¬ 
sal pervasion of the Soul. Consequently, the Soul also is pervasive. The 
Soul, however, is not only one, like Ether, since, as has been already point¬ 
ed out, difference of status or condition is observed. This is the import. 

In these cases, the magnitude is infinite, and is also eternal, like the 
minuteness of the ultimate atom. 

In like manner, should be inferred infinite length in the case of 
Ether, etc., and infinite shortness in the case of the ultimate atoms.—22. 

Mind is infinitely small. 


*R: U ^3 \ \ l \\ 

Tat-abhAvAt, in consequence of the non-existence of that, i.e. f 
universal expansion. Anu, atomic. Minute. Small, *R: Manah, mind. 

The internal organ. 

23. In consequence of the non-existence of universal 
expansion, Mind is atomic or infinitely small.—279. 

Upuskdm. —It may be asked that Mind being all-pervading, inasmuch as it is always 
a touchless substance, like Ether, and inasmuch as it is, like the soul, the field wherein 
takes place the conjunction which is the non-combinative cause of knowledge, etc., why 
has it not been mentioned along with Ether and the Soul ? Hence he says: 

‘Manah,’ is ‘ anu,’ in consequence of the non-existence of ‘that,’ 
i.e., universal expansion or the characteristic of being in conjunction with 
all dense bodies. Did the characteristic of being in conjunction with all 
dense bodies exist (in it), then, there being simultaneous conjunction with 
more than one sense, simultaneity of cognitions would follow, with the 
result that there would be no particular attachment or act of attention. 
The two inferences, (namely, that Mind is all-pervading, because it is a 
touchless substance, and that Mind is all-pervading, because it is the seat 
of conjunction which is the non-combinative cause of cognition, etc.) are, 
however, unproved in point of their subject matter, so long as Mind is 
not proved (to exist), while in the state of Mind being proved (to exist), 
they are counter-opposed by proof which leads to the cognizance of the 
object {i.e., Mind as an atom.) 






KANADA SUTRAS VII, 1-25. 



IQ* 

■*\ 

Gunaib, by attributes. 


Objection. —Minuteness cannot be thus proved from non-existence 
of universal expansion, since tiie inference would be unduly applicable to 
the water-pot, etc. 

Answer. —It would not, inasmuch as non-pervasion is proved in the 
case of the water-pot, etc., by non-existence of universal pervasion. 

In one body, therefore, there is just one mind, since the 
supposition of plurality would entail redundancy. To imagine parts even 
of a single mind would be showing exuberance of imagination. Moreover, 
being touchless, they cannot originate. By such arguments, (infinite) 
minuteness is proved. This is the import.—23. 

Space is all-pervading. 

II V9 I S I =18 II 

Dik, space. squ^rTT Vy&khy&ta, ex¬ 
plained. 

24. By attributes, Space is explained (to be all-per¬ 
vading).—280. 

Upaskara .—Ho states the argument for the infinite magnitude of space :— 

The meaning is that, ‘ gunaih ,’ i.e., by attributes characterised as 
priority and_ posteriority inherent in all dense bodies, and appearing ill the 
forms of the intuitions of the East,\the West, etc., common to all persons 
inhabiting all the islands or divisions of the globe, space also is explained 
under the aspect of pervasion. For, it will be mentioned later on that in 
the production of (the notions of) priority and posteriority, the cause is 
relative understanding having for its subject-matter larger and smaller 
number of conjunctions with the conjunct. Moreover, the supposition of 
a plurality of space is contravened by (the fault of) superfluity of sup¬ 
position. 

Objection. How, then, can there be the intuition and the expression 
or reference, namely, “ Ten spaces (i.e., quarters)”? 

Answer. The objection does not arise, since it has been already stated 
that they are due to particular upadhi or external conditions.—24. 

Time is all-pervading. 

II vs [ \ | m || 

gnw Karaije, in cause. To a specific cause, or to a universal cause. 
3KI5f: Kalali, time. 

25. Time (is the name given) to (a specific, or a univer¬ 
sal) cause. (Hence, in either case, it is all-pervading).—281. 

Upaskara .—'He explains the universal expansion of Time :— 
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Time is the name which fully designates the substance which is the 
cause of the intuitions of reciprocal prior and posterior, simultaneity, non- 1 
simultaneity, slow, and fast. Such an intuition, common to all persons in 
all countries, would be impossible without the universal pervasion of time. 
Universal pervasion, that is to say, connection with infinite magnitude, 
therefore, belongs to it. 


Oi, in virtue of such intuitions as born now,” Time is known to be 
the efficient or occasional cause of all that is produced ; and this is depen¬ 
dent upon universal pervasion, for an occasional cause must be, as a rule, 
in proximity with the combinative and nou-combinative causes. 

Or, the use or application of past, future, and present is universal: 
consequently time is all-pervading. 

Oi, time is the name of the substance which is the cause of the 
application or use of moments, lavas (thirty-six winks), hours, watches, 
days, days-and-nights, fortnights, months, seasons, half-years, years, etc. 
Consequently, such use or application being universal, time is universal, 
and, therefore, infinitely large. 

The supposition of its manifold ness is, as has been already stated, 
contravened by (the fault of) superfluity of supposition.—25. 

Here ends the first, chapter of the seventh book in the Commentary 
of Safikara upon the VaitfeUka Aphorisms. 
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Book Seventh—Chapter Second. 

Number : Proof of Unity. 

ii vs i ^ i ^ h 

ROpa-rasa-gand ha-spar^a- vyaiirekat, because of 
difference from Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch. Arthantaram, a 

different object, Ekatvam, unity. 

1. Because of its difference from Colour, Taste, 
Smell, and Touch, Unity is a different object.—282. 

Uixislcdra.—ln the second chapter there are five sections : (a) the section on the 
examination of attributes existing in one, and in more than one, object; ( b) the section on 
the examination of attributes existing only in more than one object; (c) the section, in 
passing, on the examination of the relation of sound and significance (i.e., of words and 
their meanings); (d) the section on the examination of attributes existing in one object 
and having for their non-combi native cause conjunction with universal substances void of 
particular or distinguishing attributes ; and, (e) the section on the examination of combi¬ 
nation. Now, the perceptibility of Number, etc., also is dependent upon combination in the 
same object with magnitude. Accordingly, with a view to examine number, and also 
separateness, immediately after the determination of measure or extension, in violation of 
the order of enumeration, he says : 

‘ Rupa-rasa-gandha-spari&i ’ is indicatory of all attributes other than 
the pentad beginning with, number, ( i.e ., number, measure or extension, 
separateness, conjunction, and disjunction). ‘ Vyatirekat ’=because of 
difference or divergence. The moaning, therefore, is this : “ One water- 
pot Such particular intuition can be produced by some particularity. 
And that particularity is not colour, etc., for, the intuition is produced by 
difference fiom, or without, them. Nor is it the being a water-pot, etc., 
that is the condition or occasion f.of the intuition), for such intuition is 
produced in respect of a piece of cloth also. Nor is unity a Genus, like 
existence, for its denotation is neither less nor more than that of existence. 
Nor, again, is it a Genus confined to substance only, for it is neither less 
nor more extensive than Substance-ness. Nor does the difference or 
mutual distinction (of Unity and Substance-ness) arise from difference of 
intuition, even though they are neither less nor more extensive than each 
other; for, if difference of intuition were caused by itself, existence also 
would be differentiated; if, on the other hand, it were to be caused by 
difference of subject-matter, then, difference of subject-matter, as has been 
stated, is not possible, since, otherwise, there would be difference of the 
characteristics of being a small water-pot and of being a large water-pot. 

80 
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01 is the view, held by Bhu^aria, that unity is non-difference from (or 
identity with, itself, a reasonable one. Were self-identity of the water- 
pot its Unity, ^ then there would be no intuition of Unity in the case of a 
c oth, etc. Bhutan a’8 other view, namely, that difference from itself 
constitutes Duality, etc., is also not valid ; for, variety of uses of difference 
lom itself or self-distinction, as being common to three, four, and so on, 
is not possible or capable of proof. This is the import.—1. 

Proof of Separateness. 


rTSTT II VS I * | R |) 

rfstr Tatha, similarly. Prithakatvam, separateness. Individual¬ 

ity- 

2. Similarly, Separateness (is a different obiect).— 

283. 


Upaskdm. With a view to prove separateness also, by means of its similarity to 
Unity, lie says: 

The practice of discrimination or separation verily exists, in the 
form, namely “ This is separate from, other than, a different object from, 
this. hor, separation means definite apprehension or grasp, having 
regard to certain limits. Here, again, Colour, etc., are not the cause, since 
they are not its invariable antecedents, and also because the limits (of 
them) are undefinable. 

Objection. Separateness is nothing but anyonya-abhava , mutual 
non-existence, non-existence which opposes identity; for, like “ This is 
separate from, other than, a different object from, this,” the intuition 
“ (This is) different from this) ” rests on anyonya-abhava. 

Answer.— It is not so. Although the terms, separate, etc., are 
synonymous, they do not convey the sense of anyonya-abh&va, since in 
that case the use of the ablative (* from ’) would not be possible or reason¬ 
able, because the intuitions, ‘‘This is separate from this,” and “This is 
not this,” contain different subject-matter. Nor is separateness an object 
or entity which possesses anyonya-abhava, for, then, in “ A cloth ig. a not- 
water-pot,” there would also be the use of the ablative. 

Objection. The intuitions, “It is separate,” and “It is distinct,” 
having the same form, Separateness is nothing but distinctness. 

Answer . It is not. Foi, in that case, while Maitra possessed the 
distinction of a staff, the intuition, “ This Maitra is separate from Maitra ” 
would also arise. Likewise it would entail the application of separateness 
to Ether where it is distinguished by Sound, and to the Soul when it is 
distinguished by Understanding. 
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For the same reason, dissimilarity or difference in property also is 
not Separateness, inasmuch as it would entail, in the case of a water-pot, 
which has been burnt to redness, such usage as “This water-pot is 
separate from the dark water-pot.” For, it is the possession of properties 
repugnant to a thing, that constitutes difference in property from that 
thing. And this appears in the state of redness immediately after 
darkness. 

Nor is it Genus itself, which is Separateness. For, the limits of a 
Genus are undefmable. Moreover, it would entail inter-mixture of classes; 
for, if it exist only in existent things, then its denotation would be neither 
less nor more than that of existence, and if it exist in substance only, 
then, than that of Substance-ness.—2. 

Unity and Separateness do not exist in Unity and Separateness . 

II | * | ^ (| 

Ekatva-ekaprithaktvayoJi, in Unity and Separateness 
of one, or Individuality. Ekatva-ekaprithakatva-abhavab, 

non-existence of Unity and Individuality. Anutva-mahat- 

tvabhyam, by minuteness and magnitude, Vyakhydtali, explained. 

3. The non-existence of Unity ancl Individuality, in 
Unity and Individuality, is explained by minuteness and 
magnitude. —284. 

Upaskdra.— It may bo argued that inasmuch as there is this usage, namely “ One 
Unity,” “Separateness is separate from colour, etc.,” therefore there is Unity also in 
Unity, Separateness also in Separateness, and similarly, in other and other instances. 
Accordingly he says: 

The meaning is that as minuteness and magnitude do not possess 
minuteness and magnitude, the application of which to them is derivative 
so Unity and Individuality do not possess Unity and Individuality, the 
application of which to them is derivative. 

“ By Actions, Actions,” “ By Attributes, Attributes,”—these two 
aphorisms (vii. ii. 24, 25, infra ) also, which employ analogy, here seem 
to carry the same import as the preceding (i.e., the present) aphorism 
employing an analogy. The meaning is that as Actions are not possessed 
of Actions, nor are Attributes possessed of Attributes, so Unity and Indivi¬ 
duality are not possessed of Unity and Individuality.—3, 
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Unity is not universal, but is eon fined to Substance only. 

^T^THr ^olfc^ qr II vs \\ I 2 II 

Nijisamkhyatvat, being void of Number, cRRf’PURi Karm- 
ma-gunanam, of Actions and Attributes. 5T«r3i?T Sarvva-ekatvain, Uni¬ 
versal Unity, sr Na, not. r%»% Vidyate, exsists. 

4. Actions and Attributes being void of Number, 
universal Unity does not exist.—285. 

Vpaskdra .—It may be asked : The application or use of Unity is indeed common to 
Attributes and Actions. What does here lead to the conclusion that Unity exists onlv 
in Substances, and not in Attributes, etc. ? To this, he replies : 

Unity of all that does not exist. On what ground? So lie 
says. Nihsamkhyatvat karmtna-gunanarn. ‘ Nihsamkhyatvam ’ means 
the state or condition of standing away from Number. Thus Actions 
and Attributes are void of Number. Number being an attribute, Number 
by no means exists in attributes ; nor, again, in Actions, because Attri¬ 
butes are excluded from, or denied to, Actions, since, otherwise, Actions 
would possess Substance-ness. Arif] the attributeness of Number has been 
proved, and also the Number-ness of Unity. This is the import.—4. 

Cognition of Unity in Attribute and Action is erroneous. 

STFcT <T<3[ II VS I R I V. II 

Bhr&ntatp, mistaken. Erroneous, Eat, that, i.e., the cogni¬ 

tion of Unity in Action and Attribute. 

5. That (i.e., the cognition of Unity in Action and 
Attribute) is erroneous.—286. 

Upaskdm—How, then, do such cognitions arise, as “One colour,” “One taste,” etc.? 
To this, he replies: 

The meaning is that the cognition of Unity which arises in the case 
of Attributes and Actions, is erroneous. ‘ Cognition’—this is the com¬ 
plement of the aphorism, because an objection of the opponent has been 
thrown into it. The application (of Unity in these cases) is, however, 
derivative, and it is non-difference from itself, or self-identity, which con¬ 
stitutes the derivation. Nor is Unity nothing but that (i.e., self-identity), 
for the reply has been already given.—5. 

Indirect proof of Unity. 

qsretTu re rR fare g * fotuf n vs i s* i * n 

Ekatva-abhavat, in consequence of the non-existence of 
Unity. *Tfrfi: Bhaktih, derivative function. Secondariness. Tu, but. 
However. % Na, not. f^UcT Vidyate, exists, 
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6. In consequence of the non-existence of Unity, 
however, secondariness would not exist.—287. 


J 


Upaskdra .—It may bo asked : “ Let this application of Unity be secondary in the case 
of substances also, and the intuition of it erroneous, what is the use of unity at all ? ” 
To this, he replies: 

If Unity in its transcendental or real sense be nowhere to be observ¬ 
ed, then the application of the term could not be secondary, for the second¬ 
ary, has for its antecedent the primary, use. Nor, again, could the intuition 
be erroneous, for error has for its antecedent certain knowledge. For it 
is the certainly known that is ‘erroneously) attributed, and not the erro¬ 
neous, for the intuition of the non-existent has been disproved, and the 
intuition of the otherwise ( i.e the existent) has been proved.—6. 


Unity and Separateness of one do not exist in effect and cause. 

II vs I R i vs II 


Kdryya-karanayoh, of or in effect and cause. 

Ekatva-ekaprithakatva-abhavat, in consequence of non-exist¬ 
ence of identity and non-heterogeneity. Ekatva-ekapritha- 

katvam, Unity and Individuality. ^ Na, not. Vidyate, exsits. 

7. Effect and cause are neither the same nor similar 
(in being equally distinguished from all other things); 
therefore, Unity and (single) Individuality do not exist in 
them.—288. 


U pci ska ra Effect and cause, <?.</., threads and cloth, possess Unity and single Indivi¬ 
duality. Singlo Individuality also belongs to them for the very same reason for which 
Unity belongs to them. For it is not possible that a thing can be separate from itself. 
For when a piece of cloth is torn asunder and the threads are drawn out one after another, 
a piece of cloth different from them is not observed. Were a piece of cloth different from 
the threads, then it should be observed under the characterstic of being different from 
them, like a water-pot. In like manner, a water-pot also is nothing but identical with 
the two potsherds (which compose it), since a water-pot also being broken, nothing over 
and above the two potsherds is observed. Accordingly it has been said, “ A whole made 
up of parts is nothing else than the parts.” This is the view of the S&mkhya thinkers. 
And for the purpose of controverting it, he says : 


Effect and cause—these two are not one. Why? So he says : from - 
non-existence of ‘ ekatva,’ i.e. y from non-existence of non-difference, and 
because co-existence of plurality and unity in the same substratum is not 
therefore, possible, as would be required by the proposition that the very 
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same thing which is the effect, is also the cause, e.g ., that threads are a 
piece of cloth. 


Objection .—But there is as a matter of fact such co-existence in the 
same substratum, seeing that the term, waters, is applied to a drop of 
Avater only, and also seeing that the term, wives, is applied to a single 
woman. 

Answer .—Such is not the case. For such applications can be 
possible by reference to multiplicity of constituent parts. In the case of 
the ultimate atom of water, however, such application takes place, ac¬ 
cording to some thinkers, by means of multiplicity of colour, etc., natur¬ 
ally belonging to it; while, according to others, it is due to the character¬ 
istic force of sound or language which should not be found fault with. 
Nor do fibres present in a salvinia eucullata and honey-comb obtain the 
appellation of cloth. Nor do threads singly prevail to contain and to drag 
anything. 

Nor, again, can the two, effect and cause, become the substratum 
of single Individuality, for it is seen that they become the limits of each 
other. How ? So he says, ‘ eka-prithakatva-abhavat/ i.e ., in consequence 
of the non-existence of ‘eka-prithakatvam,’ or non-heterogeneity or non¬ 
difference in property ; in other words, because, of effect and cause, dif¬ 
ference in property is observed, for it is universal among mankind that 
the notionsof thread and cloth, as well as of water-pot and potsherds, are 
embraced by different acts of understanding. 

Objection. —Why, then, are not Colour, Taste, Smell, and Touch, 
cognised by their difference (or separately from one another, ie., one after 
another always) ? 

Answer .—-Because of the absolute similarity of their forms, i.e., 
modes of manifestation. And when sometimes, as* in a piece of cloth of 
variegated colour, etc., separate cognition also takes place, it is because 
the differences of Number, Measure or Extension, etc., are most mani¬ 
fest there.—7. 

Only non-eternal unity and separateness of one proceed from like 
attributes in their causes. 

ii v» i ^ i c; n 

Etat, this, i.e., the characteristic of having the attributes of the cause 
as antecedents. WRSran Anityayoh, of the two non-eternals, namely, Number 
and Separateness, Vyakhyatam, explained, 
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8. This, (as) explained in the case of the two non¬ 
eternals (namely, Number and Separateness, should be under¬ 
stood only in the case of non-eternal Unity and Separateness 
of one).—-289. 

Upaslcara .—He points out that non-eternal Unity and Separateness of one have for 
their antecedents attributes of their causes. 

The characterstic of having attributes of the cause as antecedents, 
which has been explained in the case of non-eternal Number and Separate¬ 
ness, should be understood to apply only to non-eternal Unity and Separate¬ 
ness of one, since other Numbers and Separatenesses are produced by 
relative understanding. As the characteristic of having attributes of the 
cause as antecedents belongs to non-eternal colour and touch of Fire, so 
it belongs also to non-eternal Unity and Separateness of one. This is 
the import. It follows, therefore, that Numbers beginning with two and 
ending with the highest arithmetical number, possess or reside in more 
than one substance. It also follows that separatenesses beginning with 
Separateness of two and ending with Separateness of the highest arithmeti¬ 
cal number, co-exist in the same substratum with those Numbers. Now, 
the processes of the production and destruction of Duality, etc., are as 
follows: When two homogeneous or heterogeneous substances are in 
contact with the eye, cognition of the attribute qualified with the notion * 
or characteristic of Unity, which is the genus of the two numbers, Uni¬ 
ties, inhering in the two substances, are produced immediately after the 
elimination of differences in thought (i.e., the assimilation of the two sub¬ 
stances under the notion of Unity); and it is this cognition which is 
called relative understanding or the conception of the one in the many. 

By it Duality is produced in the two substances. Then there takes place 
reasoning about the notion or characteristic of Daulity which is the genus 
of the Duality so produced. After it, simultaneously there appear des¬ 
truction of relative understanding by means of that reasoning, and a 
qualified or concrete understanding having for its content the attribute 
Duality as qualified with the notion or characteristic of Duality. And 
in the next moment there are simultaneously produced destruction of the 
attribute Duality in consequence of the destruction of relative understand¬ 
ing, and cognition, in the form of “Two substances,” qualified with 
Duality. Thereafter, results Samskara, impression or a fixed idea, from 
the above cognition of substances qualified with Duality. Thus, to sum 
upBeginning with contact with the sense and ending with Saqiskdra 
or impression, there are eight moments; viz., contact of the sense with 
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e substratum of Duality which is going to be produced, then cognition 
of the genus inherent in the attribute Unity, then relative understanding 
in the form of cognizance of the many along with the attribute Unity as 
qualified with the generic notion or characteristic of Unity, then produc¬ 
tion of the attribute Duality, then cognition of the genus inherent in 
Duality, then cognition of the attribute Duality as qualified with that 
genus, then cognition of substances as qualified with the attribute Duality, 
and then Sanishara or impression. The order of destruction, again, is as 
follows: Destruction of the generic notion or characteristic of Unity, from 
relative understanding; destruction of relative understanding, from cog¬ 
nition of the generic notion or characteristic of Duality; destruction of 
the generic notion or characteristic of Duality, from cognition of the 
attribute Duality ; destruction of cognition of the attribute Duality, from 
cognition of substances as qualified with the possession of Duality ; and 
destruction of the latter, from Sar(ishava or impression, or from cognition 
of other objects. 

Objection .—Why is not cognition of substance qualified with the 
possession of Unity, itself produced after the cognition of Unity, when 
all the causes of its production are present there? For, cognition of 
attribute taking place, there can be no delay in the cognition of 
substance. From that same cognition (of substance so qualified), therefore, 
there being destruction of relative understanding, from its destruction 
will follow, at its very next moment, destruction of Duality. Hence 
destruction of Duality resulting at the very moment prior to the qualified 
or concrete cognition in the form of “ Two substances,” the production of 
cognition of substance as qualified with the possession of Duality, 
becomes impossible. 

Answer .—The argument is defective ; for, it is relative understand¬ 
ing uninfluenced or unobstructed or unobscured by the causes of the 
production of Duality, etc., which invariably produces cognition qualified 
with the content of substance, the above supposition being made on the 
strength of the result. 

Objection .—But still destruction of relative understanding being 
caused by the very samskara or impression produced by itself, the fault, 
pointed out above, again appears all the same, since there is possibility of 
destruction of Duality at the very moment prior to the cognition qualified 
with Duality. 

Amioer .—It does not, since cognition of pure attribute, or of 
attribute unassociated with substance, is not productive of samskara or 
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ression. For pure attribute can be nowhere called back to mind, since 
everywhere it is only by the background of, or as contained in, substance, 
that there can be recollection of attribute. 


Objection. -Let it be so ; still inasmuch as even at the time of the 
production of qualified or concrete cognition, there may be destruction of 
Duality, the possibility of non-production of qualified cognition remains 
in the very same state. For qualified or specific cognition, illuminative 
of that which is present, cannot possibly appear at the moment of the 
destruction of the qualification or that which serves to specify, since there 
is no such observation. 


Answer .— This is not the case. For, cognition of that which serves 
to specify, contact of sense with that which is specified, and non-appre¬ 
hension of non-association of the above two, which make up the whole 
cause of specific cognition, are possible also in the case of the subject under 
discussion. If, however, contact of sense with that which serves to specify, 
is also required, then this too existing at the preceding moment, the very 
contact, which exists at the preceding moment, is observed to be the 
cause. That which serves to specify, or a qualification or distinction, 
which is beyond the compass of specified cognition, may also exist; for, it 
is only the being the object or content of cognition productive of specified 
cognition, which determines the characteristic of being a distinction or 
that which serves to specify, but the being the object of specified cognition 
does not also determine it. 


Objection .—In this view, an upalak$cu.iam or indication also will come 
to have the nature of a vise^ariam or distinction. 

Answer. —By no means; for, existence in the same substratum, 
which is invariable and which does not cause specified cognition, deter¬ 
mines the characteristic of being a distinction, whereas an indication exists 
in a different substratum from that which it indicates. Thus, when there 
is possession of a raven in the house of Devadatta, then the raven is a 
distinction. But when, flying over the house, it does not exist in it, then 
the raven is an indication. 

Objection .—This being so it would follow that in such cases as 
“ There is taste in that which possesses colour, ” etc., colour, etc., also 
would be distinctions. 

Answer .—This is not an objection, since it is desired to be so. 

Objection .—Then there too taste will exist. 

Answer —No, since that which exists in something distinguished by 
the possession of something else, does not necessarily exist in that by 
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icli it is so distinguished. For a distinction and that which is dis¬ 
tinguished are not one and the same tiling. 


Objection .—At the time of the destruction of Duality, there exists no 
connection with the distinction. How can specified cognition, or cognition 
of that which is distinguished, be produced ? 


Answer .—The question does not arise, for the meaning of the term, 
the being distinguished or qualified, is only non-variation or non-deviation 
or non-divergence from that (i.e., the distinction); whereas the manifesta¬ 
tion of that (i.e., the distinction) exists there (i.e., in specified cognition) also. 

Hence, the teachers say, nothing remains unproved. 

In like manner, on the analogy of the production and destruction of 
Duality, should be understood the production and destruction of 
Trip'licity. 

Duality is destructible by the destruction of relative understanding, 
for an existing attribute cannot be destroyed in the absence of another 
attribute opposed to the destruction of its substratum, like ultimate cogni¬ 
tion, since ultimate cognition is destroyed by destruction of adritfam. In 
some cases it is destroyed also from destruction of substratum, e.g., where 
there is knowledge of the genus, unity, simultaneously with action in the 
constituent parts of the substratum of Duality. It is in this way : Action 
in constituent parts and cognition of the genus; Disjunction and relative 
understanding; destruction of Conjunction and production of attribute 
Duality ; destruction of constituted substance and cognition of the genus 
Duality;—here destruction of Duality results from destruction of 
substance, and destruction of relative understanding from cognition of 
the genus Duality; since, destruction of relative understanding taking 
place at the same time with destruction of Duality, there exists no 
relation, resembling the relation of effect and cause, between them. 
Where, however, there is simultaneity of action in the constituent parts 
of the substratum of Duality and relative understanding, there destruc¬ 
tion of Duality results from both destruction of substratum and 
destruction of relative understanding. It is in this way : Action in the 
constituent parts and relative understanding ; production of disjunction 
and production of Duality; destruction of conjunction and cognition of 
the genus Duality; destruction of constituted substance and destruction 
of relative understanding ; destruction of Duality from both, the capacity 
of each for destroying being observed. This process properly fits in with 
the theory of two cognitions being related as the destroyed and the 
destroyer ; and it is this theory which is legitimate or established by proof, 
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Objection .—The entire group of causes being the same in the cases of 
Duality, Triplicity, etc., how is it that there is this difference in their 
effects, namely Duality is constituted by two Unities, Triplicity by three 
Unities ? 

Answer .—The question cannot arise, since Duality, etc., do not exist 
in Unity. 

Objection .—It is Duality, Triplicity, etc., inhering in the combinative 
cause, which determine cognitions of Duality, Triplicity, etc. 

Answer .—This is not the case ; for, prior to the production of Duality, 
etc., Duality, etc., being absent therefrom, the enquiry after the cause 
of Duality, etc., does not cease even there, and the existence of such 
difference in relative understanding, and in Unities, or in the supposition 
of that on the strength of the result, is contravened by non-observation. 

Objection .—Let the use also of Duality, etc., proceed from the same 
source; what is the need of Duality, etc.? Difference will result from 
d i fference of adristam. 

Answer .—Were it so, Triplicity, and Four-ness, would be sometimes 
produced also by the set of causes originative of Duality. Hence it would 
entail non-uniformity. Moreover, it may be said in this connexion that 
difference in tli9 effect is explained by difference in prior non-existence; 
as in the case of colour, taste, smell, and touch, produced by burning, 
difference is produced under the same set of causes. 

Objection. —Prior non-existence also is common to all, or is the same 
in all cases. 

Answer. - It is not; for, each prior non-existence in each particular 
case has been ascertained to have causality towards its own effect only. 

Or, the process should be carried on in this way that Duality is 
produced by pure relative understanding, and Triplicity by relative 
understanding accompanied by Duality. In such cases as “ I have killed a 
hundred of ants,” Duality is not at all produced in consequence of the 
non-existence of combinative cause. Accordingly, it should be observed, 
the use of number is there derivative or secondary. 


Professor Sridhara opines that in the case of an army, a forest, etc., 
in consequence of the non-existence of constant relative understanding, 
only multiplicity is produced, but not hundred, thousand, and other 
numbers. With regard to this view, Professor Udayana observes that if 
such be the case, then in these cases no doubt could arise whether it be 
hundred, or thousand, etc., nor could there be such cognition as “A large 
army,” “ A larger army,” and that hence this is not the case. Here the 
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matter should be discussed in the following manner: Multiplicity is 
either nothing but number commencing from Triplicity, and terminating 
with the highest arithmetical number, or another number different from 
them. It cannot be the first, since in the case also of an army, a forest, 
etc., there is as a rule production of hundred, thousand, and other numbers. 
Nor can it be the second, since multiplicity different in mark from Tripli¬ 
city, etc., is not observed. Multiplicity, therefore, is only number, namely, 
hundred, etc., produced by relative understanding which is uniformly 
constant in each case and which does not depend upon Unity. The mani¬ 
festation of hundred, etc., does not, however, take place there, since no¬ 
thing exists there which can manifest it. 

We, on the other hand, say that multiplicity is really a different 
number, existing in the same substratum with Triplicity, etc., and produ¬ 
cible by relative understanding productive of Triplicity, etc. It is so in 
consequence of the difference of prior non-existence. How else can such 
a statement be possible as “ All 1 can say is that there are many. I do not 
know particularly whether they be a hundred or a thousand ” ? As mag¬ 
nitude or largeness and length co-exist in the same substance, so do 
Triplicity, etc., and multiplicity co-exisr in one and the same substratum. 
For, to the query, “Shall 1 bring a hundred or a thousand of mango 
fruits ?” the reply is given, viz., “ Let a large number of them be brought. 
What is the use of inquiring about a particular number?” This being so, 
Triplicity is produced by relative understanding accompanied by Duality, 
Fourness by relative understanding accompanied by Triplicity, and so on, 
one after the other. In the production of multiplicity, on the contrary, 
there is no such uniformity or law that the relative understanding must be 
qualified with the possession or accompaniment of all the numbers which 
stand behind it. Hence in the case of an army, a forest, and the like, only 
multiplicity is produced, but not any other number ; and so the alternatives 
amongst which Doubt has to swing also become really non-existent. 

Separateness, again, exists in the same substratum with that d.e 
number). Hence as is Duality, so is also separateness of two; and 
so on. 

Objection .—The use of separateness of two, etc., being possible by 
means of separatenesses of one existing in the same substratum with 
Duality, Triplicity, etc., what is the use of Separateness of two, etc.? 

Answer .—The question cannot be raised in view of the discrepancy 
that while in the case of “ A cloth and a clod are separate from a water- 
pot ” there is no peception of the separateness of the dual (cloth and clod) 
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being produced by the dual and the single limiting each other, there is 
such perception in the case of their individual separateness. Nor does 
this theory entail and explain Priority of two, for Priority of two is 
explained and possible by means of two priorities existing in the same 
substratum, or co-extensive, with Duality. The contradiction in respect of 
one being the limit of the other, which exists in the case of separateness, 
does not exist in the case of Priority ; since the intuition, “ These two 
are prior,” is possible or proved in the same way as the intuition, “ lhese 
two are blue.” For, though two bodies occupying the same part of space 
possess equal manifoldness of conjunctions with the conjunct, yet produc¬ 
tion of different effects is possible by means of the difference of the 
conjunction of space and body, which is the non-combinative cause. More¬ 
over, as two Unities jointly become the non-combinative cause of Duality, 
it being, in like manner, possible for two separatenesses of one or single 
individualities, jointly operating, to possess non-combinative causality 
towards the production of separateness of two, or dual individuality, it is 
not observed that more than one, i.e., many, conjunctions are, by their joint 
operation, originative of one effect, which is not a constituted substance, 
by means of the proximity known as combination in the same object with 
the effect. On the other hand, by means of the proximity known as 
combination in the same object with the cause, a larger number of conjunc¬ 
tions of threads and the cylinder of wood in a loom do really originate a 
single conjunction of a cloth and the cylinder of wood in a loom. This 
is the direction. 

On the analogy of destruction of Duality, etc., should be understood 
also destruction of separateness of two, etc.,—8. 

Vivriti .—It may be objected: “The thread i distinct from the 
cloth aud is dissimilar to the cloth”— such intuitions are simply erroneous, 
since it is threads conjoint among themselves, which becomes the cloth, 
and since no proof exists that the cloth is distinct from the threads. It 
cannot be said that difference from the thread can be proved to exist in 
the cloth by means of its dissimilarity to the thread, for dissimilarity itself 
is not proved. For, the nature of the cloth does not constitute its dissi¬ 
milarity to the thread, inasmuch as in the state of the manifestation of the 
cloth, the nature of the cloth is recognised in the threads themselves. 
Accordingly it has been taught by Professor Isvarakrisria :— 
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The effect is existent (in the cause, in an enveloped state, prior to its 
production); For, there can be no production and manifestation of that 
which is non-existent; there can be no connection of the cause with the 
effect (if the latter be non-existent); (some connection must exist between 
the cause and the effect, since) the production of everything is not possible 
from everything else ; there can be production of one thing from another, if 
the two are mutually related as the producer and the producible (and such 
relation cannot be possible if the effect be non-existent); and the cause 
and the effect are identical, (so that the one cannot be non-existent, 
while the other is existent). (SanikJiyakarika, verse 9). 

This being the case, the non-existence of non-difference and non- 
dissimilarity between the cause add the effect remaining itself unproved, 
how can it establish the relation of Unity and of Separateness of one or 
single individuality ? 

To meet this objection, the author says : 

‘ Etat,’ i.e., the possession of the non-existence of Unity and Separa¬ 
teness of one in consequence of the possession of the non existence of 
non-difference and non-dissimilarity, has been observed, ‘ auityayoh,’ that 
is, in the case of non-eternal cause and non-eternal effect. This is the 
meaning. Accordingly on the hypothesis of the non-difference of the 
threads and cloth, it would follow that in the state of the production of 
the threads, there would arise the intuition and use of language that the 
cloth, is being produced ; in the state of the production of the cloth, that 
the threads are being produced ; in the state of the destruction of the 
threads, that the cloth is being destroyed ; in the state of the destruction 
oE the cloth, that the threads are being destroyed ; and so on. Nor can 
it be maintained that production and destruction are not themselves en¬ 
titled to acceptance, inasmuch as such intuitions are explained on the 
very theory of development or appearance and envelopment, or disappear¬ 
ance ; for the hypothesis of an appearance of an appearance, will entail a 
regress to infinity. If, on the other hand, the production of the appearance 
is admitted, then how does the theory of the production of the cloth, etc., 
become offensive? If, again, the production of appearance in appearance 
be not admitted, then appearance would become omuiferous, or all-sided, 
(which is not desired by the objector). For, the all-sidedness of appear¬ 
ance is not recognised even by the S.irpkhya thinkers. In reality, the 
common consent of humanity that the cloth is produced, the cloth is des¬ 
troyed, and so forth, is proof of production and destruction ; for, if 
experience of one thing be admitted to have another thing as its object, 
we must deny also the water-pot, cloth, etc. 
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Conjunction, how 'produced. 

3F*RI?:W$3r S'VR^fhr: U*TR: II^UKII 

Anytara-Karmma-jah, produced by the action of either of 
two things. Ubhaya-karmma-jah, produced by action of both. 

U3F*T5T Samyoga-jah, produced by conjunction. =qr Cha, and. g'afjTT: Samyogah, 
conjunction. 

9. Conjunction is produced by action of any one of 
two things, is produced by action of both, and is produced 
by Conjunction, also.—290. 

Upaakura ,—He begins another section or topic:— 

Unobstructed intuition that things are conjunct is proof of conjunc¬ 
tion. So also are effects ; e.g ., substance, in the case of conjunctions of 
constituent parts ; colour and other attributes produced by burning, in the 
case of conjunction of lire; particular measure or extension, in the case 
of accretion ; sound, in the case of Conjunction of the drum and ether ; 
such other instances should be understood. Nor is Conjunction merely 
production without the intervention of empty space. The theories of 
transiency and transformation of things having been thrown away, Con¬ 
junction is the coming together which has non-coming together for its 
antecedent. And it is produced by the action of one of two things ; as is 
the conjunction of a motionless post with a hawk in motion, or the ^ 
conjunction of one in motion, when the motion is not directed where the 
conjunction takes place, e.g., conjunction of a runner with the back of 
another runner. Conjunction produced by the action of both the 

conjunct is that of two rams or of two wrestlers, since it is produced by 
both of them exercising strength towards each other. The third 
(conjunction produced by conjunction) is the conjunction of the hand and 
the tree resulting from the conjunction of the linger and the tree. And 
it results sometimes from one conjunction even, as the conjunction of 
cloth and reqfcl may result from the conjunction of thread and reed In 
some cases, one conjunction is produced from two conjunctions, as from 
two conjunctions of ether with two threads may result only one conjunc¬ 
tion of a two-threaded cloth with ether. In some cases, again, a single 
conjunction is originated even by a plurality of conjunctions, as ten 
conjunctions of ether with ten threads may originate only one conjunc¬ 
tion of a ten-threaded cloth and ether. Sometimes, on the other hand, 
two conjunctions are produced even from a single conjunction as their 
non-combinative cause. For example, there having first taken place 
non-originative conjunction betvyeen tvyo ultimate atoms ? terrene and 

l 






aqueous, subsequently two conjunctions, originative of two binary 
atomic aggregates, are produced, namely, one in the terrene ultimate atom 
with another terrene ultimate atom, and another in the aqueous ultimate 
atom with another aqueous ultimate atom. By these two conjunctions 
inhering in homogeneous things, two binary atomic aggregates are simul¬ 
taneously produced. Therein by that one non-ori gi native conjunction 
alone, produced between the terrene and the aqueous ultimate atom, 
one conjunction of the terrene ultimate atom with the aqueous binary 
atomic aggregate, and another conjunction of the aqueous ultimate atom 
with the terrene binary attomic aggregate, are produced simultaneously 
with the production of the colour, etc., of the two binary atomic aggre¬ 
gates. 

Inasmuch as the conjunction of cause and not-cause must necessarily 
produce conjunctions of effect and not-effect, the conjunction of all pervad¬ 
ing substances (vis., Space, Time, Ether and Soul) with dense or corporal 
bodies is produced by action of one of the two only. Of two all-pervading 
substances, however, there is no conjunction, since there is no cause 
(of conjunction). For in them there is no action, nor is there any 
(combinative) cause ; hence there cannot be in this case also conjunction 
of effect and not-effect resulting from conjunction of cause and not-cause. 
Eternal conjunction, on the other hand, is not possible, for conjunction is 
the coming together of two things, which lias the not-coming together as its 
antecedent, and eternality is opposed to it. And were conjunction eternal, 
Disjunction also would be, without production ; and eternality of conjunc¬ 
tion will not be obtained, since it would be impossible for Conjunction and 
Disjunction, which are contradictories, to exist side by side in their 
indestructible states. Moreover, yuta-siddhi or uncombined or naturally 
unassociated existence is a necessary condition of Conjunction, and it is 
not possible in the case of two all-pervading substances. For yuta-siddhi 
is merely the separate existence of two or of one of two (unrelated) things, 
or the relation of one tiling being inherent in another, as its substratum, 

when the two have been externally brought into relation with each other. 

•• 

Destruction of Conjunction, however, results from Disjunction having 
a common substratum with Conjunction. In some cases it results from 
destruction of substratum also. For example, action is produced in the 
constituent fibre of a thread immediately after the Conjunction of two 
threads ; thereby is caused Disjunction from another fibre; from Disjunction 
results destruction of originative conjunction ; from this follows destruction 
of the thread ; and from destruction of the thread results destruction 
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, where two threads having been long conjoined, action 
is not produced in them. Some, on the contrary, maintain that Conjunc¬ 
tion is destroyed by simultaneously produced destruction of substratum, 
and Disjunction, inasmuch as action is conceived to exist in another 
thread at the moment when by action in the constituent parts of a thread 
there is effected destruction of Conjunction originative of the thread. 
This is impossible ; for there can be no production of Disjunction at the 
moment, of destruction of the combinative cause, since the rule is that the 
combinative cause is of equal duration with the effect. 

This same Conjunction which is an independent agent in the origi¬ 
nation of substances, and a dependent agent in the origination of attri¬ 
butes and actions, is the counter-opposite of the absolute non-existence 
existing in the same substratum with itself, since it is observed to be so. 
For it is perceived that there is conjunction of an ape in the Banyan tree, 
although conjunction of the ape present in a large Banyan tree is limited 
to a branch only. Were such mere limitation to a part not sufficient to 
account for it, then conjunction would come to exist in ultimate atoms, 
and so would not be cognizable. In the case of the all-pervading 
substances also, it is the difference of upddhi, adjunct or external condition 
which serves to localise them. Conjunction present by limitation to that 
is not pervaded in its denotation. Of Conjunction residing in the ultimate 
atoms also, direction in space, and the like should be regarded as deter¬ 
minants.—9. 

Disjunction, how produced. 

uyw fewur u vs i r i » 

qspf Etena, by this Vibhagafi, disjunction, sqpssffrT Vy&khydtah, 

explained. 

10. By this Disjunction is explained.—291. 

Upuskdm.—By extending the mode of the production of Conjunction to Disjunction he 

says: 

Like Conjunction, Disjunction also is produced by action of either of 
two things, by action of both, and by Disjunction. Disjunction takes place 
between a hawk and a post by the action of the hawk ; disjunction of two 
wrestlers or of two rams fighting with each other, by the actions of both. 
And Disjunction in these cases has its production at the moment 
immediately following the production of action, inasmuch as there exists 
nothing else to be waited for or depended upon. Accordingly it has been 
said, “Action is an independent cause of Conjunction and Disjunction ” 

(vide I. i. 17, above). 
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Objection. —There is dependence upon substratum where Disjunction 
has to be produced, and upon destruction of antecedent Conjunction where 
Conjunction has to be produced. 


Answer. —This is not the case, for action is independent since it 
does not depend upon anything in the form of an existence which has its 
production immediately after the production of itself. 

Disjunction, produced by Disjunction, however', is two-fold, accord¬ 
ing to the difference of Disjunction of cause and not-cause, produced by 
Disjunction of cause alone, and the difference of Disjunction of effect and 
not-effect, produced by Disjunction of cause and not-cause. Therein 
Disjunction of potsherd and Ether, resulting from Disjunction of the two 
potsherds, is an example of Disjunction of cause and not-cause, resulting 
from Disjunction of cause alone ; and Disjunction of hand and tree resulting 
from Disjunction of finger and tree, and Disjunction of body and tree, re¬ 
sulting from Disjunction of hand and tree, are examples of Disjunction 
of effect and not-effect, resulting from Disjunction of cause and not-cause. 

Objection. —There is no proof of Disjunction itself, the term, Disjunc¬ 
tion, being used to denote only non-existence of Conjunction. 

Answer. —It is not so. For, if non-existence of Conjunction be abso¬ 
lute non-existence, then it would follow that the term Disjunction would 
be used to denote attribute and action also. 

Objection. —Absolute non-existence of Conjunction, being present in 
two substances, is the source of the intuition of the disjunct. 

Answer. —It cannot be, since it would in that case follow that abso¬ 
lute non-existence of Conjunction, being present also in a constituted whole 
and its constituent parts, would be the source of the intuition of the 
disjunct. 

Objection. —The term “ two substances” should be qualified by the 
expression “ not being related to each other as effect and cause.” 

Answer. —In that case, absolute non-existence of Conjunction, being 
present in the Yindhya and Himalaya mountains also, would be the cause 
of the intuition of the disjunct. 

Objection. —Indeed there it is. 

Answer. —It is not. For there being existence of erroneous intuition, 
due to it, in the case of attribute and action also, it should be considered 
how far it will be valid to make it, the source of convention or usage with 
reference to the accurate intuition only. 
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Objection .—Destruction of Conjunction is Disjunction. 

Answer. —Were this the case, it would entail the use of the term 
Disjunction on Conjunction being destroyed by the destruction of any one 
of the two things in Conjunction. 

Objection .—“ Things in Conjunction ” should be qualified as being 
existent. 

Answer .—In that case, it would entail the intuition of Disjunction 
even in the state of Conjunction of a jujube and an emblic myrobalan 
which become conjunct again immediately after the destruction of one 
conjunction. 


Objection .—Disjunction is the destruction of all Conjunctions. 
Answer .—If it be so, then there would be non-existence of Disjunc¬ 
tion in the case of destruction of one Conjunction, since the denotation of 


‘ all ’ finds no place there. 

Disjunction, therefore, exists, and it is an additional attribute. 

This atttribute, again, is destructible by another contradictory attri¬ 
bute, inasmuch as, so long as the substratum exists, destruction of 
attribute cannot be possible without a contradictory attribute existing 


in the same substratum. 


Objection .—Action itself may be destructive of Conjunction. 

Answer .—It cannot be, since only a contradictory attribute is destruc- • 
tive of attribute. Moreover, although where finger, hand, arm, and body 
come to have conjunction with the tree, by means of their respective 
actions, there is possibility of destruction of conjunction of the finger and 
the tree, by means of the action produced in the finger only, yet there 
would not follow destruction of conjunctions of the hand and the tree, 
of the arm and the tree, and of the body and the tree, since the hand, etc. 
are inactive, and the action of the finger rests in a different substratum. 

If it be supposed that even action resting in a different substratum 
may be destructive of conjunction, it would then follow that there would 
be destruction of all conjunctions at one and the same moment of time, 
by action wherever it may be produced. 

Objection .—What then is the solution here on your theory ? 

Answer .—Disjunction of the hand and the tree, produced by Dis¬ 
junction of the finger and the tree, is destructive of conjunction of the 
hand and the tree. This is a matter of observation. 

Sarvajna has said that there may very well be destruction of 
conjunction of the hand and tree, by the very action of the finger, resting 
in a different substratum, and that there will be no undue extension 
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(of the causality of action), inasmuch as it is observed that mutual non¬ 
conjunction of the contaiuer and the contained is itself destructible by 
action resting in a different substratum. This too is not a sound opinion ; 
for, destructiveness is everywhere observed to belong only to a contra¬ 
dictory attribute appearing in the substratum, and it is not reasonable 
to abandon that without some argument to the contrary. 

Sound and Disjunction, again, are effects of Disjunction. Therein 
we shall ponder over the non-combinative causality of Disjunction to¬ 
wards the production of Sound. For, of the Sound which is produced, 
when a bamboo is being split up, and one of the two halves is held down 
by the pressure of the foot, and.the other is drawn upwards, we find no 
other non-combinative cause than the disjunction of the half and ether 
(or of the ether within the halves). Nor do we find any non-combinative 
cause over and above Disjunction in the case of the sounding forth of a 
bamboo bursting out while it is being burnt in a conflagration. We 
also infer the Disjunction of the effect and not-effect from the Disjunc¬ 
tion of the cause and not-cause. How else, where conjunction of the 
finger and the tree, conjunction of the hand and the tree, conjunction 
of the arm and-the tree, and conjunction of the body and the tree 
are produced by the respective actions of the finger, etc., can there be 
destruction of the conjunction of the hand and the tree, and of other 
conjunctions, even on the destruction of the conjunction of the finger 
and the tree, consequent on the disjunction of the finger and the tree 
produced by action produced in the finger alone ? For, in this case, 
it is the series of disjunctions, produced by disjunctions that is, as has 
been already stated, destructive of the corresponding conjunctions. 
There is, however, no clear evidence in the case of disjunction of the 
cause and not cause, of which the antecedent is the disjunction of the 
two (constituent) causes ( i.e ., the two halves of the bamboo); for, it is, 
observed that, production of the disjunction of ether, etc., like the dis¬ 
junction of one of the two halves of the bamboo, being also possible 
by the action produced in the other half, disjunction is produced by 
the action of that other half from all those with which that half was 
conjunct. For it is not that disjunctions are not produced also from 
particular parts of ether, etc., by action produced in a finger, equally 
as disjunction from another finger. Nor is it that disjunctions from 
particular parts, of ether, etc., are not originated by action produced in a 
lotus-leaf, even as disjunction from another lotus-leaf is produced. We 
maintain, “ Let a single action originate even a hundred disjunctions 
which are not opposed to the conjunction originative of substance. But 



misr^ 



KANADA SCJTRAS VII, 2-10. 



action which originates disjunction which is opposed to the con¬ 
junction originative of substance, cannot also originate disjunction 
which is not opposed to the conjunction originative of substance. And 
that which originates disjunction which is not opposed to the conjunction 
originative of substance, cannot also originate disjunction which is 
opposed to the conjunction originative of substance.” 

Objection .—Is there any reason for taking such a view ? 

Answer. —Yes, there is, diversity of cause being rendered necessary 
by diversity of effect. 

Objection .—Variety is necessary in action, so that one action may 
produce disjunction which is opposed to conjunction originative of 
substance, as in the case of flowering lotus-blossoms, etc., and another 
action may produce both, i.e., disjunctions which are opposed and not 
opposed to conjunctions originative of substance. 

Answer .—This cannot be. For contrariety of effect is the origin 
of the supposition of diversity of cause ; and that contrariety arises 
by way of the characteristic of the one being the counter-opposite of 
conjunction originative of substance, but by way of the characteristic 
of the other not being the counter-opposite of conjunction originative of 
substance, inasmuch as diversity also ought to be supposed by those very 
ways. 

This same action, present in the one half of the bamboo, produces 
only disjunction of the two halves. And this disjunction first originates 
disjunction from the particular parts of ether, etc.,—disjunction which is 
not the counter-opposite of conjunction originative of substance. And 
if it produced disjunction by itself, it would then bear the characteristic 
of action ; hence it depends upon time which is distinguished with the 
possession of destruction of substance. 

Objection .— At that moment also let that action itself produce 
Disjunction. 

Answer .—ft cannot do so, being past in time. In the production 
of Disjunction, Time follows immediately after the production of action 
itself. 

Objection .—But subsequent Disjunction being thus produced by 
antecedent Disjunction, action cannot produce conjunction with other- 
places. 

Answer .—This is not the case; for towards the production of con¬ 
junction, action is not past in time. Otherwise, action will be never 
destroyed, it being destructible only by subsequent conjunction. 




mtsr/f 



VAISESIKA PHILOSOPHY. 


<SL 


Iliis same Disjunction, destructible by subsequent conjunction, lasts 
for three moments only. Sometimes it is destructible by destruction of 
substratum. It is in this way : Action is produced in the fibre which is 
a constituent part of the thread ; Disjunction of two fibres follows it; at 
the same moment, action is produced in another thread ; then there is 
destruction of conjunction, originative of the thread, by disjunction of 
two fibres, and Disjunction is produced by action in the thread ; then 
there is destruction of the thread from destruction of conjunction origi¬ 
native of substance, and from destruction of the thread results destruction 
of Disjunction produced by action in another thread. 

Objection .—Such being the case, there will be no destruction of 
action produced in another thread, since there is nothing to destroy it. 
For, it can be destroyed by subsequent conjunction, but Disjunction 
being destroyed, there is no subsequent conjunction. 

Answer .—The argument is not valid. As Disjunction of the thread 
in the state of being destroyed is produced by action which is produced 
in the thread, so by the same action should he produced Disjunction of 
the thread from the fibre also. Such Disjunction also is really opposed 
to originative conjunction. By Bus Disjunction of the fibre and the 
thread is produced Disjunction of the thread and ether, which produces 
subsequent conjunction, and this, in its turn, causes destruction of action. 
Or, whenever action is produced in a thread, action is produced in its 
fibre also. That action, again, in the thread in the state of being des¬ 
troyed, originates simultaneous Disjunctions from the constituent parts 
of the thread, and particular parts of ether, etc., all these Disjunctions 
being not opposed to originative conjunction. There is, therefore, des¬ 
truction of action combined or co-inherent in the thread, by conjunction 
which has its production immediately after the Disjunction of the effect, 
e.g., thread, from the not-effeet, e.g., ether, etc., produced from the Dis¬ 
junction of the cause, e.g., the fibre, and the not-cause, e.g., ether, etc. 

Sometimes Disjunction is destroyed jointly by subsequent conjunc¬ 
tion and destruction of substratum. It is in this way : There being 
conjunction of a thread and a reed, action is produced in the constituent 
part of the thread, namely, the fibre, and action is produced in the reed. 
This is one moment of time. By action in the fibre is produced Disjunc¬ 
tion from another fibre, and by this there is destruction of conjunction 
originative of the thread. By the action in the reed also, there is Dis¬ 
junction of the thread and the reed, and there is also destruction of the 
conjunction of the thread and the reed. Destruction of the thread imme¬ 
diately follows destruction of conjunction originative of the thread. 





ction of the reed with another portion of space immediately follows 
destruction of conjunction of the thread and the reed. Jointly from 
both of them, viz., destruction of substratum, and conjunction, results 


destruction of Disjunction.—10. 


Conjunction and Disjunction do not possess Conjunction and Disjunction. 


o*|| W fl: H VS I R l \\ II 


Samyoga-vibbagayoh, in Conjunction and Disjunction. 

Samyoga-vibhaga-abhavaft, non-existence of Conjunction 
and Disjunction. Anutya mabattvabbyam, by minuteness and 

magnitude. sJiusqm: vy&khydtah, explained. 

11. The non-existence of Conjunction and Disjunction, 
in Conjunction and Disjunction, is explained by Minuteness 
and Magnitude.—292. 

Upasktira .—It may be said, “ Let there be Conjunction in Conjunction also, and 
Disjunction in Disjunction also.” To prevent this he says: 

As Minuteness and Magnitude are not possessed of Minuteness 
and Magnitude, so also are not Conjunction and Disjunction possessed 
of Conjunction and Disjunction.—11. 


Actions are void of actions , and Attributes of attributes. 


w i w 'j ili w imit^il 


Karnimabhih, By actions. Karmmani, actions. 5 %: 

Gunaili, by attributes. *j?UT: Gunah, attributes. Anutva- 

mahattvabhyatp, by minuteness and magnitude, Iti, this. 

12. Actions are (void) of Actions; Attributes are 
(void) of Attributes. This (is explained) by Minuteness 
and Magnitude.—293. 

Upaskaru .—This second aphorism has been already explained. ( Vide VII. i 15 , 
supra) 


Conjunction and Disjunction of effect and cause do not exist. 

* fimh 

u vs i * mvii 

Yutasiddbi-abhavat, in consequence of the absence of 
separate or independent existence. Karyya-Karanayoh, of effect 

and cause. ^sjprrppTpfr Samyoga-vibhagau, Conjunction and Disjunction. Na 
not. Vidyete, exist. 
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13. In consequence of the absence of separate exis¬ 
tence, there exist not Conjunction and Disjunction of effect 
and cause.—294. 

UpuslMra .—If it be asked why there cannot be conjunction of two substances, 
namely of constituent part and constituted whole, so he says : 

1 Yutasiddhih ’ means the state of being existent, of two things which 
have no connection with each other, or the characteristic of being sup¬ 
ported by separate substrata. A constituent part and a constituted whole, 
however, do not possess this. This is the meaning.—13. 

Vivriti. —‘Yutasiddhih’ means the existence of two uncombined 
things. Of cause and effect, e.g., of constituent part and constituted 
whole, conjunction and disjunction do not exist, because of the absence 
of their uncombined existence. For constituted wholes such as a water- 
pot, etc., do not exist having no relation to constituent parts such as 
potsherds, etc., whereby their conjunction and disjunction might be 
possible. 

The relation between a word and its meaning is neither conjunction 

nor combination. 

II vs M I 18 II 

jprjSffrf Gunatv&t, because it is an attribute. 

14. (There can be no conjunction of Sound or Words 
with Objects), because (Conjunction) is an Attribute.—295. 

Upciskdm .—Now follows from the context another section intended to establish the 
conventional relation of words and objects. Therein he states an adverse argument. 

‘Of conjunction ’—this is the complement. Thus, the meaning is, 
how can there be conjunction which is an attribute, of an attribute, e.g., 
Sound or Word, with objects such as a water pot, etc. ?—14. 

Above continued. 

gwhfa u vs i ^ i ? * u 

gjri: ml), attribute, srfq Api, also. Vibhavyate, is known or 

established. 

15. Attribute also is known (to be an object denoted 
by Word), or is established (by word).—296. 

Upaakaru .—Moreover the object also is sometimes characterised as colour, taste, 
etc. Therefore, conjunction is not possible, inasmuch as the existence of attribute in 
an attribute has not been admitted. This is what he says : 
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'^:^y 1 Attribute also, object ’—this is the complete sentence. Attribute 
also, e.g., colour, etc., is an object denoted by Word, but with that there 
is no relation of conjunction. This is the meaning. Or, the meaning is 
that attribute also is established (by being denoted) by Word and that 
with that there is no relation of conjunction of Word. -15. 

The relation between a word and its meaning is neither conjunction 
nor combination , continued . 

n « i * i ii 

Niskriyatvat, because of inactivity or inertness. 

16. Because Word and Object are inert.—297. 

Upaslcdra. —Farther, conjunction (of Word and Object) cannot bo produced by the 
action of either or by the action of both, because any substance whatever, e,g Ether, etc., 
as well as Word are inert. This is What he says : 

Of Word and of any Object whatever ’—-Such is the complement of 
the aphorism.—16. 

Above continued . 

WUrrT -Tr^rfrfrT ^ 5f$Pn<( 51 V9 I R I \vs || 

crater Asati, not existing. Ndsti, (It) does not exist. fpT 11i, such. 

^ Cha, and. srof«Tr<t Prayogdt, because there is application. 

17. (Word and Object are not in conjunction), also 
because in the case of a non-existent object there is such 
application (of word) as “ (It) does not exist.”—298. 

Upaskilra.— He states another obstruction to the inter-relation (of Word and Object) : 
liiven. in the case of a non-existent water-pot, cloth, etc., such appli¬ 
cation (of word) is observed as “ There is no water-pot in the room,” 
Cloth does not exist, Dhe letter (jet which was heard before, no longer 
exists,” “ There was a cloth,” “ There will be a cloth,” etc.; therefore (there, 
is no inter-relation). This is the meaning. The import accordingly is that 
there is no conjunction, nor again combination, of Word with a non¬ 
existent water-pot, etc. — 17. 

Word and Object are unrelated. 

|| \9 | * ( |q || 

HTS«[raf ^abda-arthau. sound and sense. Word and object. Asam- 

bandhau, unrelated. 

18. (Therefore), Word and Object are unrelated.—299. 

Upbskam .—What then ? He gives the answer : 

If Conjunction of Word and Object does not exist, it then comes to 
this that Word and Object are unrelated. This is the meaning.—18. 
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Word and object are unrealed, continued. 

WUfiR t fafora II \S I * I n II 


g’iftrrR: Samyogina^i, which is in conjunction. Thejconjunct. Dan- 

dat, from the staff. Samabayinah, which is in combination. The 

combined. f^TqT*l Vi^esat, from a distinction or distinguishing element, n 
Cha, and. 

19. (Cognition of Conjunction results) from (that, e. g.,) 
tlie staff, which is in conjunction (with the hand of a man), 
and (of Combination) from a distinguishing element which 
is in combination (with the whole).—300. 

Upashdra .—it may be asked why one or other of the relations of Conjunction and 
Combination should not exist (between Word and Object). Accordingly he says ; 

“This person is carrying a staff,” “ The elephant possesses a trunk,” 
—these intuitions take place. Of these, the first results from conjunction, 
and the second from combination. The intuition in respect of the trunk 
which is a particular member of the body, is dependent upon its combina¬ 
tion with the elephant, since it arises from the distinction that that is an 
-elephant to which belongs a trunk as being in combination with it. The 
distinction itself, viz., the trunk, etc., is distinctive in consequence of the 
relation of combination. But there is no intuition of threads, etc., also 
• such as “ A cloth possesses threads ” etc., under the relation of distinctive 
possession of the parts. Likewise, “ The object, water-pot, is that which 
possesses the word, water-pot,”—such intuition does not take place. Of 
Word and Object, therefore, there is neither conjunction, nor again combi¬ 
nation. This is the import.—-19. 

Intuition of object from word proceeds from convention. 

II vs i ^ i || 

UPTT^q?: SAmayikabj conventional. According to direction, iqt^ i— 
Sabda-artha-pratyayah, intuition of object from word. 

20. The intuition of Object from Word (takes place) 
according to the direction (of God).—301. 

UpasMra .—If there is neither conjunction nor combination between Word and Object, 
then by what relation, does a word establish a determinate objeot ? To this, he gives 
the answer: 1 

“ ‘ Samayikah : ’ ‘ Samaya ’ means the direction of God, in the form 
that such an object should be understood from such a word. Whatever 
word has been assigned by God to a particular object, denotes that object. 
It is then the wall of God which supplies the link between word and object. 
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The same is convention, dependent upon the will of God ; as, for example, 
“ Whatever plant the ichneumon touches with its teeth, is an antidote to 
poison.” This is the meaning. 

This convention is learnt sometimes from usage; e.g., when an 
employer gives the order “ Bring the water-pot,” and an employee brings 
an object possessing a tubular neck, a boy standing near by infers the 
knowledge of the latter in this way. This his activity is produced by 
knowledge, because it is activity, like my activity ; that knowledge again 
is produced by the words of this order, because it follows immediately 
after it; and the subject-matter of this knowledge, namely, this object 
with a tubular neck, is the denotation of the term, water-pot. By such 
processes of transposition of verbs and cases, the boy becomes informed 
in respect of the objects, water-pot, cloth, etc. 

Sometimes the convention is learnt directly from testimony alone ; 
e.g., that this tubular-necked object is designated by the term, water-pot. 
Sometimes it is learnt from comparison ; e.g., from a comparison of resem¬ 
blance in such cases as, that a gayal is that which is like a cow, that 
as is mudga, so is mudga-parni (a kind of bean), that as is ?ad?a, so 
is ma^aparrd (a leguminous plant), etc. Sometimes (knowledge of 
objects is derived) from condemnatory passages also; e.g., “ 0, the camel 
with too pendulous upper lip and long neck, the eater of hard thorns, 
the vilest of animals ”—when after hearing this condemnatory sentence, 
one sees a body of this description, knowledge arises in one, viz., “ This is 
that camel.” Sometimes it springs from community of substratum, or 
synonymy, with words of known import; e.g., “ The honey-bee is sipping 
the honey within cloven lotus-blossoms’’—after hearing this proposition, 
(the knowledge arises), “ This is what is designated by the term, honey¬ 
bee, because it is the sipper of honey within cloven lotus-blossoms,” or 
as in the case of the proposition, “ The cuckoo sings sweetly in the 
mango-tree.” Here, in the above instances, it is either a case of inference, 
or a case of word itself being productive of knowledge through the force 
of synonymy with words of known import, or only a particular mode 
of comparison or analogy, inasmuch as the being the agent in drinking 
honey infers resemblance to other individuals such as the bee, etc. 

The convention, again, has reference to classes only, individuals 
being brought home by means of special characteristics,—such is the view 
of the followers of Tutdta. According to the followers of Prabhdkara, 
the force of word is in respect of both the class and the individual, but so 
far as it refers to the class, it denotes the object by the word, by being 
known, and so far as it refers to the individual, by being its proper form. 
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teaching of the ancients or elders is that convention is the force 
itself and that classes appearing in the forms of the individuals are the 
objects denoted by words. This is the case with words like cow, etc, 
but the objects denoted by words expressive of attribute and action are 
both classes and individuals, as detailed in the Mayukha. —20. 

Viw'ibi .—He now points out the connection between words and 
objects, which is the means of verbal knowledge. 

® ® 0 ‘ Samayah ’ is arbitrament or convention. It is two¬ 

fold, eternal and modern. Eternal arbitrament is called force (of words), 
and modern arbitrament is called definition. Arbitrament has for its 
form, This object is to be understood from this word, or Let this word 
convey this signification. Accordingly it lias been said, 


fsfcr* i 


Convention has been declared to be two-fold, original and modern. 
Therein the original is the eternal, which is called force; whereas the 
modern is the occasional, imposed by scientific writers and others. 

The apprehension of the force of words proceeds from conduct, 
etc. So it has been said, 

eiNFRq 11 

The elders declare the apprehension of the force of words to proceed 
from grammatical analysis or etymology, from comparison or analogy, 
from lexicography, from authoritative sayings or testimony, from conduct 
(of the employer who gives an order which is carried out by the employed), 
from contiguity to a word of well-known import, from context, and from 
explication or description. 

* «• 0 * The doctrine of the force of the word to denote 

primarily the class is not sound, for, in such instances as “ Bring the 
cow,” the fact which is established by experience, namely, that the indivi¬ 
dual is the object oi verbal cognition, cannot be explained except on the 
theory of the force of the word primarily to denote the individual. Nor 
does the knowledge of the individual arise from implication or derivatively, 
for in the absence of a primary use a derivative use is impossible. Nor 
is the knowledge of the individual possible even by the equivalence of the 
act and the object of cognition (in verbal knowledge); for, inasmuch 
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the being an object of verbal cognition, standing in the position of an 
effect, must be produced by a cause, the equivalence of the act and the 
object of cognition (in verbal knowledge) which is supposed to be the 
condition, cannot be the condition there, as is desired. We should, therefore, 
respect the doctrine that the force of the words cow, etc., lies in denoting 
the individual characterised by, or possessing, the generic form and the 
class or the universal. It has been accordingly laid down in the aphorism 
of Gautama, “ The individual, the generic form, and the universal are, 
however, the object of the word.” (Nyaya-Sutram, II. ii. 63'. 


Priority and Posteriority, how produced. 


q*u- 
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Eka-dikkabhyain, lying in the same direction, Eka- 

kalabhyam, existing at the same time. *rra£Jm!rp;f«ir Sannikrista-vipkrarista- 
bhyam, near and remote. P.u am, prior. spTt Aparam, posterior. =?r Cha, and. 

21. The Prior and the Posterior (are produced by 
two objects) lying in the same direction, existing at the 
same time, an d being near and remote.—302. 

U pa sham. —Now he explains Priority and Posteriority, the next in the order of 
enumeration, in one context, as these are the causes of mutually involved uses, and for the ' 
purpose of clearing up the understanding of the disciples as well as for the sake of brevity. 

‘The Prior and the Posterior’—the reference here is principally in a 
substantive sense. “Are produced”—such is the complement. Or, the 
word “usage” or “convention” is to be supplied after ‘The Prior and 
the Posterior: such’ The word “such” should be understood. ‘Eka- 
dikkabhyaip’ means by two bodies which have the same direction in 
space. Two bodies occupying equal place (i.e., equally distant) may also 
have the same direction in space, but by them Priority and Posteriority 
are neither produced, nor come into use. Accordingly it has been said, 
‘Near and remote,’ which expression means, possessing nearness, i.e., the 
quality or state of containing a smaller number of conjunctions with the 
conjunct, and remoteness, i.e., the quality or state of containing a larger 
number of conjunctions • with the conjunct. Hereby combinative cause 
(of Priority and Posteriority) is stated ; whereas conjunction of bodies and 
direction in space is the non-combinative cause. Priority and Posteriority 
are thus produced in a man standing with his face towards the east, by 
observing a relative paucity of conjunctions with the conjunct in one of 
two bodies lying in tire east and a lelative plurality of conjunctions with 
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tli© conjuct in the other. The ncn-combinative cause is thus stated. 
Near .and remote’—the term implies intuition, as the contained metaphori¬ 
cally denotes the container. Relative understanding or cognition of 
relativity is thus stated to be the efficient cause. Priority and Posteri¬ 
ority are produced in respect only of two bodies lying in the same direc¬ 
tion in space ; hence there is no production of them in all places. Relative 
understanding is produced in one and tire same observer only; hence there 
is no production of them in all circumstances. Being regulated by relative 
understanding, there is no production of them at all times. There is no 
mutual dependence between them, inasmuch as, being produced from the 
capacity or power of the cause, they are proved by sense-perception. For 
otherwise they would be neither produced nor perceived. For in case of 
mutual dependence there would be non-production as well as non-percep¬ 
tion of both of them. But Priority and Posteriority are perceived, and their 
perception cannot be possible without their production 

‘Existing at the same time’—this has reference to Priority and 
Posteriority in time. Now ‘existing at the same time’ means, by two bodies 
one young and the other old, which occupy the same, i.e., the present, time. 
Here nearness is the state of having the birth intervened by a fewer number 
of revolutions of the sun, and remoteness is the state of having the birth 
intervened by a larger number of revolutions of the sun. Here too under¬ 
standing, i.e., the container, is implied by the contained. Thus the young 
and old bodies are the combinative causes. Conjunction of time and 
bodies is the non-combinative cause. The understanding of the state of 
having the birth intervened by a fewer number of revolutions of the sun 
is the efficient cause in the case of Posteriority, and the understanding of 
the state of having the birth intervened by a larger number of revolu¬ 
tions of the sun is the efficient cause in the case of Priority. 

These, Priority and Posteriority, again, are produced even in respect 
of bodies indeterminate in place and direction in space. 

fh w there is a seven-fold destruction of Priority and Posteriority 
in space, but their production is simultaneous, else there would be mutual 
dependence. Priority and Posteriority in space then are destroyed from 
the destruction of relative understanding (1) from the destruction of con¬ 
junction which is the non-combinative cause, (2) from the destruction of 
substance which is the combinative cause, (3) from the destruction of the 
efficient and non-combinative causes, (4) from the destruction of the 
efficient and combinative causes, (5) from the destruction of the efficient 
cause, (6) from the destruction of the non-combinative cause, and (7) 
from the destruction of the combinative cause. Now, from the destruction 
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of relative understanding, thus: Production of Priority; knowledge 
of the genus Priority ; then destruction of relative understanding ; after 
its destruction, at the moment of knowledge of substance distinguished by 
Priority, destruction of Priority,—the process should be understood in the 
same way as in the case of destruction of duality. Destruction of Priority 
and Posteriority follows also from the destruction of the non-combinative 
cause. Thus, as soon as there is relative understanding, action takes place 
in the body which is the substratum of Priority ; . as soon as Priority is 
produced therefrom, disjunction takes place between direction in space 
and the body ; after it, when there is knowledge of the genus Priority, then 
there is destruction of the conjunction of direction in space and the body; 
then, destruction of relative understanding follows knowledge of the genus ; 
at the very same moment, destruction of Priority and Posteriority results 
from destruction of conjunction of direction in space and the bodies. And 
in this case destruction of relative understanding does not destroy them, 
inasmuch as it is synchronous with destruction of Priority. 

Objection .—On the theory of destruction of attribute even from de¬ 
struction of non-combinative cause, great confusion will result from the 
thus possible destruction of Samskara (tendencies, impressions), adri^tarji 
(invisible after-effects of acts performed), etc., also from the destruction of 
the conjunction of Mind and Soul. 

Answer .—It is not so. For Priority being pervaded by the char¬ 
acteristic of being remote, there must needs be cessation of Priority conse¬ 
quent on the non-existence of remoteness on the removal of the substratum 
of Priority to some other place. Nor is there at the time any other 
agent of destruction ; hence, such destruction being otherwise impossible, 
destruction of conjunction alone is conceived to be the destroying 
agent. On the other hand, sainskara, adritfam etc., as well as their 
effects, e.g., recollection, pleasure, etc., cannot be supposed to be so 
destroyed, inasmuch as they are observed even after a long time. 

This also implies that Priority and Posteriority are destroyed also by 
the destruction of the conjunction between that particular place and the 
standard limit as well as the observer, the argument being the same as 
above. 

Destruction of Priority sometimes results also from destruction of 
combinative cause. Thus, relative understanding arises at the very same 
moment that action produced in a portion of a body causes disjunction 
from another portion ; from disjunction results destruction of the conjunc¬ 
tion originative of the body, and then production' of Priority'; at the next 
moment, destruction of substance results from destruction of conjunction, 
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there takes place knowledge of the genus Priority; destruction of 
Priority follows destruction of substance, and destruction of relative 
understanding follows knowledge of the genus. So that, being synchronous, 
destruction of relative understanding does not destroy Priority. 

Destruction of Priority sometimes takes place by the destruction of 
substance and destruction of relative understanding. It happens in this 
way : Production of action and relative understanding in a portion of the 
body ; then, disjunction from another portion, and production of Priority ; 
next, destruction of originative conjunction and knowledge of the genus ; 
thereafter, destruction of substance and destruction of relative under¬ 
standing; and following them, there is destruction of Priority. 

Destruction of Priority takes place sometimes from destruction of 
substance and destruction of conjunction. It is in this way: Simultane¬ 
ously with disjunction amongst the constituent parts of substance, there is 
production of action in the body and of relative understanding ; following 
it, appear destruction of conjunction of constituent parts, disjunction 
between space and body, and production of Priority; thereafter there 
are destruction of substance, destruction of conjunction of space and 
body, and production of knowledge of the genus ; thereafter destruction of 
Priority results from destruction of substance and destruction of conjunc¬ 
tion of space and body, and destruction of relative understanding from 
knowledge of the genus. 

Destruction of Priority takes place sometimes from destruction of 
conjunction and destruction of relative understanding. It is in this way: 
Production of Priority, and action in the body ; knowledge of the genus, 
and disjunction ; destruction of relative understanding, and destruction of 
conjunction of space and the body; then, destruction of Priority. 

Destnrc-tion of Priority results sometimes from destructions of combi¬ 
native, non-combinative and efficient causes. It is in this way : Produc¬ 
tion of Priority, disjunction among constituent parts of the body, and 
action in the body, take place simultaneously ; knowledge of the genus 
Priority, destruction of conjunction of constituent parts, and disjunction 
between space and the body follow them; thereafter results destruction 
of Priority or of Posteriority in space, from destruction of relative under¬ 
standing, destruction of substance, and destruction of conjunction of space 
and the body, which destructions are simultaneously produced. 

Of Priority and Posteriority in time, however, there is no destruction 
due to destruction of non-combinative cause. As in the case of Priority 
and Posteriority in space, there is destniction of nearness and remoteness 
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rdo'the destruction of conjunction of space and the body, so it is not the 
case with Priority and Posteriority in time. The three cases, therefore, 
of their destruction, namely from destruction of combinative cause, from 
destruction of relative understanding, and from both jointly, should be 
understood in the way described above.—21. 

Vivriti. It should be observed that, according to the writer of 
Muktavah, destruction of relative understanding is destructive of Priority 
and Posteriority in both their forms (i.e., in space and in time), whereas in 
the Upaskdra it is stated that it is the destniction of their three-fold causes 
which is destructive of Priority and Pos teriority. 

Priority and Posteriority in Time, how produced. 


n v» i q i * * n 

KSrana-paratvSt, from priority of the cause. Kdraija 

aparatvat, from posteriority of the cause. =sr Cha, and. 

22. (Temporal Priority and temporal Posteriority 
are said, by suggestion, to arise respectively) from Priority 
of the cause and from Posteriority of the cause.—303. 

Upaskdra.—He states a peculiarity in the case of temporal priority and posteriority. 

The cause of Priority and Posteriority is time. Priority and Posteriority 
belong to it Conjunction of time which is the non-combinative cause of 
priority, and conjunction of time which is the non-combinative cause of 
posteriority are stated, by implication, as otherwise, the result would be 
want of congruity or syntactical connexion. For, priority and posteriority 
cannot be produced by priority and posteriority themselves. The terms, 
priority and posteriority, therefore, denote, by implication, conjunctions 
of time which are productive of them.—22. 

Vivriti .—If the uses of prior (remote) and posterior (near) are pro¬ 
duced by cognitions of remoteness and nearness, then, inasmuch as the 
cognition, Kadi (Benares) is near in relation to Prayaga (Allahabad), refers 
also to Prayaga as its object or subject-matter, why does not there arise 
the use of Posteriority (or nearness) in respect of Prayaga ? Likewise, 
why is there not the use of Priority (or remoteness), in respect of Kadi, 
etc., which also become the subject-matter of the cognition of remoteness ? 

He removes this incidental doubt. 

‘ Karana-paratvat,’ i.e., owing to the priority or remoteness of the 
combinative cause ; and also owing to its posteriority or nearness. The 
uses of priority and posteriority are only in respect of the combinative 

cause, but not in respect of anything else, simply because it becomes the 
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relative understanding. For use is determined by the 
respect of which the use arises. This is the import. 


Priority and Posteriority do not exist in Priority and Posteriority. 

srora: n vs i r i u 


Paratva-aparatvayo^i, in priority and posteriority. — 

Paratva-aparatva-abbavah, non-existence of priority and posteriority. 

Anutva-mahattv&bhydni, by minuteness and magnitude. »ei(<g 4 Ut« 
Vyakhyatah, explained. 

23. The non-existence of Priority and Posteriority, 
in Priority and Posteriority, is explained by mintuteness 
and magnitude.—304. 


Actions are void of actions. $ 

w 

5F>wffa: II « M I ^ II 

. • *■ 

Kaminiabhlb, by actions, g^rrrar Karmm&ni, actions. 

24. Actions are (void) of Actions.—305. 

Attributes are void of attributes. 

5^^nr: ii v* i ^ mv u 

Gunaih, by attributes, sgjjjr: Gunah. attributes. 

25. Attributes are (void) of Attributes.—306. 

Upciskdra .—These aphorisms, being virtually explained above, are not explained 
here.—28,24, 25. 


Combination described . 

« t n ww ; u «i s i si n 

53 Iha, here, i.e., in the cause. f^Idam, this, i.e., the effect. Iti, such. 

Yatah, whence. Karyya-kftranayob, of effect and cause. ?r: Sab, 

that, qqqrq: Samavayah, combination. 

26. That is Combination by virtue of which (arises 
the intuition) in the form of “ This is here, ” with regard to 
effect and cause.—307 

Upciskdra .—It has been stated that priority, posteriority, etc., are combined in dense 
or corporal substances only, and that knowledge, pleasure, etc., are combined in the soul. 
Now, what is this combination itself? Having regard to this inquiry of the disciples, he 
steps over Understanding which is the next subject for treatment according to the order 
of enumeration, and describes the examination of Combination. 
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‘ K&ryya-kSranayoh ’ is an indication ; non-effect and non-cause also 
are implied. So it has been said in the section called the Locality of the 
Predicables, “ Combination is that relation of things mutually involved or 
associated in nature and bearing to one another the relation of the 
contained and the container,—which is the source of intuition in the 
form of “ (It is) here.”” Aynta-siddhih, inseparable association, is the non¬ 
existence of things unrelated. As in the case of “ There is curd here in the 
bowl,” “ There are jujubes here in the bowl, ” so in the case of “ There is 
cloth here in the threads, ” “ There is mat here in the reeds, ” “There are 
substance, attribute, and action here in substance, ” “ There is bovineness 
here in the cow;’’“There is knowledge here in the soul, ”“ There is 
Sound here in Ether, ” the cognition of here which is thus produced, 
cannot be produced without some relation; whereby it is inferred 
that some relation exists. And this relation is not mere conjunction. 
For the causes of conjunction, namely, action of either of the two things, 
e;c., are absent here; it does not terminate in disjunction; related things 
c|> not exist unrelated ; it can be inferred as a uniform substratum; it is 
nj>t perceptible to the senses ; it is one; and it is eternal. 

.§ Objection.- —If combination be one, it would then entail intermixture 
ofLsubstance-ness, etc., since combination of action-ness, etc., would be 
polsible in substance. 


Answer. —This cannot be the case, since non-intermixture follows 
from the very rule of the container and the contained. Although the 
sa*ne combination which is the combination of substance-ness, is also the 
combination of attribute-ness, action-ness, etc., still substance is not their 
container or substratum, since they are not observed there. Substance-ness 
is observed in substances only, attribute-ness in attributes only, action-ness 
in actions only, but not elsewhere. It is from the observation of this 
agreement and difference, that the uniformity (of the container and the 
contained) results. As even in the absence of a particular conjunction 
between the bowl and the curd, it is the bowl which is the container, and 
not the curd, and hence there is the uniformity of the relation of the 
cont%.ner and the contained, so the uniformity is valid in this case also 
from the very difference of the power of the revealed and the revealer 
for action-ness, etc., are not revealed by substance in the same way as 
substance-ness is. Accordingly it has been said 


> srejwr**. gn u unji 

All-powerful consciousness is verily our resource in the apprehen¬ 
sion of things. For consciousness ip respect of the being the container 
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is not reversible ; nor is there the intuition that substance is action ; nor, 

again, that threads are in the cloth. It is for this reason that, notwith¬ 
standing the combination of colour in Air, “ .1 here is colour in Air 
such characteristic of being the container is not observed in the case of 
Air. It is natural capacity, therefore, which everywhere determines the 
relation of the container and the contained. 

This combination, again, is eternal, inasmuch as it is uncaused. 
For the rule of production from combinative causes applies to existences 
or beings, and efficient and non-combinative causes are subsidiary to those 
causes. Therefore that which would be the combinative cause of com¬ 
bination would be either another combination, or that combination itself. 
It cannot be the first, as it would entail non-finality ; nor the second, as it 
would involve self-dependence, for that very combination cannot produce 
combination with itself. 

Objection. —How does the intuition arise that there is combination 
of cloth in threads, and that there is combination of colour in cloth ? 

Answer. —It is by means of the relation of their intrinsic form, or 
essential relation, as the supposition of another combination would entail 
non-finality. 

Objection. —The intuition of here, e.g., “ There is colour here 
cloth,” will, then, arise by means of the same essential relation. 

is the use of combination ? . , . , . 

Answer. —It is not so, since there is no obstruction here to the admis¬ 


in the 
What 


sion of an additional relation. 

Objection .—If it be so, then “ Here in this place there is non-existence 
of the water-pot,”—in this case also there will be either combination or any 
other relation. 

Answer— No, as the intuition can be possible by means of essential 
relation itself. For, on the contrary supposition, the absolute and mutual 
noii-existences of the water-pot, which are eternal and combined with 
more than one substance, would have the characteristic of being Genera, 
subsequent non-existence also, being an effect in combination, would be 
perishable or destructible, and antecedent non-existence also, not being 
produced, though combined, would be indestructible. 

Nor is the quality of existence the determining factor there, for the 
quality of existence can be produced at any time. 

The Bhattas maintain that in non-existence there really is present a 
different relation called distinguished ness or qualifiedness. Now if this 
distinguishedness be one and the same in the case of all individual mani¬ 
festations of non-existence, then it would follow that there is non-existence 
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of the water-pot even in that vvhicli contains a water-pot, inasmuch as the 
distinguishedness of the non-existence of the water-pot would exist by 
means of the same distinguishedness of the non-existence of the cloth. 

Objection. —But the water-pot itself will in this case prevent the 
cognition of the non-existence of the water-pot. 

Answer. —It cannot do this, since the non-existence of that which 
will prevent such cognition is itself present there by means of the relation 
of distinguishedness. Nor is the very nature of the substratum (i.e., where 
the water-pot lies) such that on account of it there can be no manifestation 
of the non-existence of water-pot in that place, for immediately after the 
removal of the water-pot follows the intuition of the non-existence of water- 
pot in that very place. 

Objection. —In your view also, why is there not intuition of possession 
of colour after the destruction of colour, since Combination is, as you say, 
eternal and one ? 

Answer. —Because non-intuition of colour is proved from the very 
destruction of colour. 

The arguments against Combination have been demolished in the 
Mayukha under Sense-Perception. So we stop here.—26. 

Combination is different from Substance, Attribute, Action, 

Genus, and Species. 


sqmm: n v» i * i n 


Dravyatva-gunatva-pratisedhah, negation or exclusion of 
substance-ness and attribute-ness, (in or from Combination). HfipT Bhavena, 
by existence. Vyakhyatah, explained. 

27. The negation of Substance-ness and Attribute- 
ness (in Combination) is explained by Existence.- 308. 

IJpaskara.—By way of proving its difference from the five beginning with Substance 
(i. e., Substance, Attribute, Action, Genus, and Species), he says : 

‘ Bhavah ’means Existence. As Existence is not identical with 
substance, etc., being cognised by a different form of understanding, so 
combination also is different from the same Substance, etc. ‘ Dravyatva-' 
gunatva ’ is an indication ; Action-ness, etc., also should be understood. 
—27. 


Combination is one. 

II VS \ ^ I || 


Tattvam, that-ness. One-ness. Unity. Bhavena, by Exis- 

tence. 
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v 'mbination, is explained) by 


Upaskara .—He proves Unity : 

‘ Explained ’ is the complement. ‘ Tattvaip,’ i.e., Unity, ‘ bhavena,’ 
i.e., by Existence, is explained. As one Existence everywhere induces 
the cognition of the existent, so one Combination everywhere induces the 
cognition of the combined. Moreover the inferential mark of Combination 
is not differentiated, nor is there any other particular mark. For, we do 
not find any particular mark, i.e., differentiating mark, of Combination, 
whereby we could recognise its diversity. For the very same reason, 
Combination is eternal; for, as in the case of Existence, non-eternality 
cannot appropriately belong to it which is undifferentiated even in the 
difference of Space, Time, etc. 

Objection. If combination is nothing but this relation, then there 
may be disunion of threads and cloth, or of the cloth and its colour. 

Answer. This cannot be, for in the absence of (previous) uncorrelat¬ 
ed existence, disunion is not possible. For, there is no unrelated existence 
of colour and that which possesses the colour, or of the parts and the 
whole, that there may be a disunion between them. 

Objection .—But their uncorrelated existence may be brought to 

pass. 

Answer. It cannot,, for the effectuation is contravened by being 
never so experienced. 

The followers of Prabhakara hold that Combination is manifold and 
also non-eternal. But this is not a reasonable view to take, for the 
intuition is “ Colour is destroyed,” whereas it is the intuition of no body 
that the Combination of colour is destroyed. 

The view of the school of Nyaya that Combination is perceptible to 
the sense is also not valid. Combination is supersensuous, for being 
diffeient from the Soul, it is at the same time in a state of being unconi* 
bined, like the Mind, or like Time, etc.—28. 

Here ends the second chapter in the seventh book of Sahkara’s 
Commentary on the Vaislesika Aphorisms. 
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Book Eighth.— Chapter First. 

Cognition explained by allusion to III. i. 2, 18* 

u c i 3 i ? it 

Sfsijfj Dravyesu, among substances, Jnanam, knowledge. Cognition. 

Vyakhyatam, explained. 

1. Cognition (has been) explained among Substan¬ 
ces.— 310. 

Upaskarci.— The order of enumeration was violated in favour of the curiosity of 
Jt the disciples. The author now embraces the order of enumeration. Therein the exami¬ 
nation of understanding is the subject of the eighth book. Understanding has been 
already mentioned for the purpose of proof of the Soul. By recalling it, he says : 

By the term, “ Among substances,” the author implies the third 
book, as the container by the contained. The meaning is that cognition, 
jiidnam, has been explained by the two aphorisms, namely, “ The uni¬ 
versal experience of the objects of the senses is the mark of (the existence 
of) an object different from the senses and their objects ” (III. i. 2), and 
“ That (i.e., knowledge) which is produced from the contact of the soul, 
the sense, and the object, is other (than a false mark)” (III. i. 18). 

Now in the kindred system {i.e., the Nyaya-Sutrairi of Gautama), 
under the definition of understanding, there has been made a declaration 
of synonyms, namely, “ Understanding, Apprehension, Cognition, Intui¬ 
tion—these are synonyms,” (Nijdya-Sutram, I. i. 15), for the purpose of 
demolishing the Sahkhya doctrine. For the Sa/ikhyas maintain a differ¬ 
ence in meaning of the terms, Understanding, etc. Thus Prahriti, Matter, 
is the state of equilibrium of Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas, the principles of 
purity, passion, and darkness, or the principles of illumination, evolution, 
and involution, respectively. Prahriti is one, and one only, while Puru- 
$as, Spirits, are divided to infinity. They are seated in the cave, (i.e., 
retired, unaffected, indifferent spectators), eternal, immutable, and charac¬ 
terised by eternal consciousness. They are called lame, as it is not their 
nature to undergo, modification or transformation, while Prahriti is said 
to be blind, being stupid or insensate. When there arises in Prahriti 
a desire for the enjoyment of sensuous objects, or a desire to see the 
difference between Prahriti _ and Puru$a, at that moment Prahriti is modi¬ 
fied, or transforms, under the influence or osculation of Purina. And its 
first transformation is understanding, a particular form of the inner sense. 
Understanding it is that is called the principle of Mahat, the great one • 
accordingly it has been said, “ The great one evolves from Prahriti ” 

t 1 
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this understanding is pure or stainless like a mirror, 
particular transformation of it, which takes the form of an object in such 
shapes as “ It is a water-pot,” “ It is a cloth,” etc., through the channel 
of the external senses, is called cognition, jiidnaiji, and faculty, vritti. 
Apprehension, upalabdhi, is the same as a kind of abhimana, egoity or 
self-consciousness, in the form of “ I know,” which arises in consequence 
of the non-perception or non-apprehension of the distinctness or differ¬ 
ence of Puruga which is consciousness, by cognition present in transpa¬ 
rent or pure understanding. Pratyaya, Intuition, is that particular trans¬ 
formation of understanding itself, which takes the form of pleasure, pain, 
etc., through the channel of the senses alone, in consequence of the contact 
of garland, sandalwood, and other objects of sense. Hence is it that 
cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, volition, reminiscence, virtue, 
and vice are, all of them, particular transformations of understanding, 
and being present in Prdkfiti itself, in subtle forms or in minute pro¬ 
portions, appear and disappear, according to difference of circumstances ; 
while Puru$a is as free from adhesion or affinity or attachment as a 
lotus-leaf, but casts its shadow in the understanding. This theory which 
the SMkhyas hold is thrown away by the proof indicated in the above 
declaration of (these terms as) synonyms. Thus, if the term, under¬ 
standing, be derived in the instrumental sense, viz., as that by which a 
« thing is understood, then it comes to be nothing else than the mind. Nor 
is the mind an object of perception, whereas understanding is surely cog¬ 
nizable by perception in the form of “ I understand.” Nor are cognition, 
etc., the properties of the internal sense, inasmuch as they are proved 
to exist only as being the properties of an agent. For the manifestation 
of “ I know,” “ I intuit,” “ I apprehend,” takes place as having commu¬ 
nity of substratum with I-ness or egoity. If they reply that this phenome¬ 
non is abhimana or conceit, we rejoin that it cannot be so, since there is 
no obstruction to its being real. It cannot be contended that such ob¬ 
struction is supplied by the very characteristic of the Purina as being 
seated in the cave, that is to say, by its not being the receptacle of adven¬ 
titious properties or changes ; for, we would then reply that eternality 
is compatible with the nature of being the substratum of adventitious 
modes. For that which possesses a property and the property are not 
one and the same reality, so that the production and destruction of the 
property should themselves be the production and destruction of the 
substratum of the property. It is only he, then, who is conscious, that 
also understands, cognises, apprehends, and intuits. Hence the hypothe¬ 
sis of distinct entities is not reasonable. This is the point.—1. 



-d§L 
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Soul, Mind, Ether, Time, Space, Air and Ultimate Atoms are not 
(ordinarily) perceptible. 

mxm u s i \ i ^ n 

cT^T Tatra, therein, among substances. ^rT^r Atma, soul. Manas, 

mind. ^ Cha, and others, e,g } Ether, Time, Space, Air and Ultimate Atoms* 
TOT3T% A-pratyakse, non-perceptible, not objects of perception. 

2. Among Substances, the Soul, the Mind and others 
are not objects of perception.—311. 

Upaskdra .—This cognition, again, is two-fold, Vidyd, Science or true knowledge, and 
A-vidyd, Nescience or false knowledge. Vidyd is of four kinds, characterised by perception, 
inference, memory and testimony. A-vidya. also has four kinds, characterised by doubt, 
error or mistake, dream, and uncertainty or indecision or non-finality. Among the above 
four kinds of true knowledge, that which is inferential, is not produced as the senses. 
Why this is so, is explained here. 

The word, soul, in the aphorism denotes the soul of another or one’s 
own soul. That even one’s own soul is not an object of perception, has 
been already declared, inasmuch as the casual mental intuition of the I, 
aham, in one’s own soul, is repudiated by such intuitions as “ I am fair,” 
“ I am thin,” “ I have long arms,” etc. The word, “ cha,” extends the 
application of the predicate to the substances, namely, ether, time, space, 
air, and ultimate atoms. Sense-born cognition again is of two degrees, 
being that of the omniscient and that of the non-omniscient. That of the 
omniscient is the cognition of such and such complements of objects by 
means of the proximity or presentation (or reaching upto ordinarily 
supersensuous objects) characterised by virtue or merit springing from 
Yoga (i.e., inhibition of the activity of the internal organ, the mind, and 
consequent freedom of the all-pervading soul, in other words, the steadi¬ 
ness of the mind in the soul. Vide v. ii. 16 above.) Thus ultimate atoms 
fall within its sphere, (or possess conjunction), being demonstrable, 
nameable, and existent. 

Objection .—Since there is no material or data of such cognition, how 
can this be the case ? Magnitude also is a cause of sense-perception, but 
ultimate atoms do not possess magnitude. The possession of colour, again, 
is the cause of visual perception, but space, etc., do not possess colour. 
How then can there be perception in these cases ? 

Answer .—The objection does not stand, for such omniscience is 
possible by means of the mind alone as an auxiliary to the virtue or merit 
born of Yoga, or by means of the eye and other senses under the favour¬ 
able influence of such mind. For the virtue or merit produced by Yoga is 
pf inconceivable efficacy, and does not stand in need of any other auxiliary. 
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“The man whose omniscience is the subject of controversy, is not 
omniscient, because he is a man like myself,”—such reasonings, however, 
are inapplicable, since they are void of argument which would render 
impossible the proposition of the other side (maintaining the existence of 
omniscience in the man in question), as is the case with the reasoning, 
“ A follower of Prabhakara (a writer of the Mimamsa school) is not versed 
in Mim&msa, because he is a man like myself.” 


Perception of the non-omniscient, again, is two-fold, discriminative 
and non-discriminative. Discriminative cognition, according to Dharma- 
hirti and Dihnaga and others of the Bauddha school, is not certain 
knowledge or proof. Thus they argue : Such cognition owes its manifesta¬ 
tion or apparent reality to connection with words. But the connection of an 
object with a word, a name, is not possible, that there should be such 
intuition, coloured with a name, as it were, as “ A water-pot,” or “ A piece 
of cloth.” Nor is jdti, the universal, really existent or objectively real, 
that the being distinguished with the possession „of it should be appre¬ 
hended in objects by the sense. Nor is possible connection of the 
existent characterised by itself with that which is non-existent. Nor is 
the non-existent within the cognizance of the senses. Therefore, excitation 
(aloelianam) is produced by the senses, and while in the process of being 
produced, and leading to corresponding objects, by the power of the 
excitation, discriminative cognition is called perception and also proof. 
(To this the commentator gives the reply.) Now, while discriminative 
cognition may be objectively unreal, because it owes its manifestation or 
apparent reality to connection with words, it may be at the same time 
real, because it is the product of contact of sense and object. Hence it is 
doubtful that discriminative cognition is unreal. Moreover, the being 
distinguished with the possession of a name may very well be a possible 
object in visual cognition, its appearance in consciousness being possible 
from presentation by memory, as is the case with the perception “Frag¬ 
rant sandalwood.” Or, it may be, the being distinguished with the 
possession of a name does not come to light in perceptual cognition, and 
there is only recollection of the name, which as soon as it is recollected 
serves to distinguish its corresponding object, like the recollection of the 
counter-opposite in the case of the cognition of non-existence. Also it 
has been proved that jdti, the universal or class, etc., are immanent in 
objects or entities. Hence, discriminative or modified cognition also 
is perception, inasmuch as it is produced from contact of senses and 
objects. 
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Objection.— Non-discriminative, or unmodified, cognition neither 
excites to activity, nor is an object of current use. What then is the proof 
of its existence ? 

Answer .—The proof is discriminative, or modified, cognition itself ; 
for, this is a specialized cognition, or the cognition of a thing as possess¬ 
ing, and being accordingly distinguished by, something else. Nor can it 
be produced without the cognition of that which is possessed and serves 
to distinguish or individualize, that is, the distinctive element. For it has 
been ascertained above that the cause of specialized cognition is cognition 
of that which serves to specialize, contact of sense and that which is going 
to be specialized, and non-apprehension of non-connection of both.—2. 


Cognition, how -produced . 


ii 


Jnaua-nirddese, in the differentiation of a particular cognition. 

Jnaua-nispatti-vidhih,mode or process of production of cognition. 
3 t| uktah, stated, described. 

3. The mode of the production of Cognition is being 
described, in connection with the differentiation of a parti¬ 
cular Cognition.—312. 

VpasMra. —In order to elucidate how Cognition is produced, in what circumstances, 
and from what causes, he says : 

A cognition should be marked off or distinguished from ether 
cognitions, in respect of the mode of its production, in respect of its sub¬ 
ject matter, and in respect of its property. Now, differentiation of 
cognition having to be made, the process of the production of cognition 
is going to be described. This is the meaning. In ‘ uktah ’ the past 
participle affix hta is used in the sense of incipient action.—3. 

Fimfi.--What is the cause of cognition ? There being this expect¬ 
ancy, he says: 

‘ JMna-nirddetfe, ’ i.e., in the third book, where enunciation of 
cognition has been made. There too the process of the production of 
cognition has been described. The meaning is that the causes of cogni¬ 
tion have been mentioned in the aphorism, “ That [i.e., knowledge) 
which is produced from the contact of the soul, the sense and the object 
is other (than a false mark) ” (III. i. 18.) Thus, the soul is the combi¬ 
native cause of cognition, conjunction of the soul and the mind is the 
non-combinative cause, and contact or contiguity of the object is the 
efficient cause. This has been mentioned in that very aphorism. Jt 
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ould be observed that the causality of contact has been stated under 
the topic of perception. 


Substance is the cause of cognition of Attributes and Actions , 

n q \ % \ $11 

Guna-karinmasu, Attributes and Actions, Sannikristesu, 

being in contact. 5 rRR 5 ?%: Jnana nispatteti, of the production of cognition, 
jsq, dravyam, substance. Karanam, cause. 

4. Substance is the cause of the production of cog¬ 
nition, where Attributes and Actions are in contact (with 
the senses).—313. 

Cpaslcara. —Ho describes the mode of production (of cognition): 

Substance is the cause of the cognition which is produced in respect 
of attributes, e.g., colour, etc., and in respect of actions, e.g., throwing 
upwards, etc. Both of them are apprehended only in so far as they 
inhere in substances appropriate or perceptible to the senses. Hence 
it is the appropriateness or perceptibility of the substances which deter¬ 
mines their perceptibility. It is by substance, moreover, that their 
contact with the senses is constituted, they being apprehended by means 
of their combination with the conjunct (i.e., Substance which is conjunct 
with the sense). Although there is apprehended the odour of dispersed 
particles of champaha flower, and of portions of camphor, which are all 
imperceptible, yet it is substance, imperceptible though it be, which 
effects their contacts. Although perceptibility of substance is not a requi¬ 
site in the apprehension of sound, yet sound is apprehended only as it is 
combined or inherent therein, and hence this itself is the requisite. If 
it be asked, why is made this supposition of contact which is invisible ? 
we reply that the production of cognition, being an effect, necessitates the 
supposition of a cause. This is the import.—4. 

Substance is the cause of cognition of Genus and Species also. 

nw iici ? ivn 

Samanya-visesesu, in genera and species. 
S&manya-visesa-abhavat, in consequence of the non-existence of genus and 
species. ?r : Tatah, thence, from substrata, Eva, alone. 5JR^ Jnanam, 
cognition. 

5. In consequence of the non-existence of Genus 
and Species in genera and species, cognition (of them) is 
due to that alone.—314. 

Upqskaru .—He describes another jnpde of the production pf knowledge; 
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Existence is the (summum) genus, its species are substance-ness, 
attribute-ness and action-ness. These again are genera, and their species 
are earth-ness, etc., colour-ness, etc., throwing-upward-ness, etc. Among 
these, omnisensuous cognition of the genera inhering in substance is due 
to that only, that is, due only to appropriate or perceptible, particular 
substratum, and also to combination with the conjunct, combination with 
the combined with the conjunct, and combination'with the combined, 
all these combinations being related to that substratum. Omnisensuous 
cognition, again, is produced, in the case of attribute, from combination 
with the combined with the conjunct; in the case of sound-ness, /ca-ness, 
etc., from combination with the combined ; in the case of existence, from 
combination with the conjunct, from combination with the combined with 
the conjunct, and from combination with the combined. In the case of 
attribute, the proximity or contiguity which is the condition of percepti¬ 
bility, is not constituted by combination with the conjunct, or combi¬ 
nation. 

It may be objected: ‘Tatah eva, ’ i.e., from contact with, or 
contiguity to, their substrata alone—such delimitation or exclusion is 
not valid. Because in genus and in species also there do exist other genus 
and species. Contact with, or contiguity to, them also is a cause of 
cognition. In anticipation of this objection, he says, ‘ In consequence of 
the non-existence of genus and species. ’ For genus and species do not 
exist in genus and species, since that would entail infinite regression. 
The intuition of their mutual distinctions arises from their own forms or 
natures alone, or in this way, for instance, that the genus, bovine-ness, 
is cognised from the distinctness of the upadhi, adjunct or external 
condition, characterised by being present in all bovine animals, while 
being absent from other than bovine animals. Similarly with regard to 
pot-ness, etc., also.—5. 

Oenus and Spekes are causes of cognition of Substance, Attribute and 

Action. 

ii « i ? i S. n 

Sam&nya-visesa-apeksam, dependent upon genus and species. 

Dravya-guna-karmmasu, in respect of substance, attribute and 

action. 

6. (Cognition which, is produced) in respect of Subs¬ 
tance, Attribute and Action, (is) dependent upon genus 
and species.—315. 
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Upashdra .—lb may be asked : As, in consequence of the non-existence of genus and 
species, cognition of genus and species is absolutely independent of them, is it likewise 
absolutely independent of them in the case of substance, attribute and action also ? He 
says, No: 

“ Cognition is produced ”—this is the subject in discourse. In 
respect of substance, attribute and action, there is no doubt cognition 
specialized with the content of substance-ness, attribute-ness and action- 
ness. Such specialized cognition, again, cannot be produced without the 
contact of the subject specified, that which serves to specify, and the 
sense. Hence dependence upon genus and species is there necessary. 
For there is such specialized cognition as “ This is substance,” “ This is 
attribute,” “ This is action.” This is the import.—' 6. 

Substance, Attribute and Action are causes of cognition of Substance. 

II Q I \ I vs II 

Dravye, in substance. Dravya-guna-karrnma-apeksam, 

dependent upon substance, attribute and action. 

7. (Cognition), in the case of Substance, (is) depen¬ 
dent upon Substance, Attribute and Action.—316. 

Upaskdra.—Is, then, in tlio case of substance also, coguition dependent only upon 
genus and species ? To remove this curiosity, he says : 

“ Cognition is produced” — this is the subject in discourse. “ A white 
cow, possessing a hell, is ’going,”—this is a cognition. Here substance, 
the bell, is the distinction or that which serves to specify; ' white ’ 
denotes an attribute ; ‘ is going ’ denotes action. Thus in specialized 
cognition or intuition of a thing distinguished with the possession of 
something else, there cannot be non-apprehension of the distinction or 
that which serves to specify, nor can such specialized intuition take 
place without relation to that which serves to specify. Hence in the cog¬ 
nition of substance there is dependence upon substance, attribute and 
action. Such is the import.—7. 

Attribute and Action are not causes of cognition of Attribute 

and Action. 

prawlg h * • ? i ^» 

Guna-karmmasu, in attributes and actions. Guna- 

karmma-abh&vat, in consequence of the non-existence of attribute and action. - 
Guna-karmma-apeksam, dependent upon attribute and action. 

?f Na, not. Vidyate, exists. 

8. (Cognition), dependent upon Attribute and Action, 
does not exist in the case of Attributes and Actions, 
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inasmucli as Attribute and Action do not exist in Attribute 
and Action.—3] 7. 

Upaskdra .—Is there, then, dependence upon attribute and action, also in the case of 
attribute and action ? He says, No : 

“ Cognition ” is the complement of the aphorism. Since there is no 
cognition of attribute as distinguished with the possession of another 
attribute, and since there is no cognition of action as distinguished with 
the possession of another action, there is no cognition thereof, which is 
dependent upon attribute and action. For there exists no attribute in an 
attribute nor action in actions, whereby they might appear as distinctions 
in them. This is the import.—8. 

Combination (as well as Attribute J is a cause of Cognition . 

n t; i 5 i ii 

Samavayinah, of that in which combination exists, the substra¬ 
tum. J^vaity&t, from whiteness. Svaitya-buddheh, from cognition 

of whiteness. ^ Cha, and. $vete, in a white object. Buddhih, cog¬ 
nition. % Te, they. Ete, these. . Karyya-karana-bhOte, related 

as effect and cause. 

9. The cognition, (‘ It is white ’) in respect of a white 
object, (results) from whiteness of the substance in which 
combination of whiteness exists, and from the cognition of 
whiteness. These two, (cognition of white object, and cog¬ 
nition of whiteness), are related as effect and cause.—318. 

Uioaskdra *—Lest it might be asked that since there is manifestation of attribute and 
action (in the cognitions thereof), why there should not be dependence upon attribute 
and action in the cognition of attribute and in the cognition of action, so he begins an¬ 
other topic in reply to that: 

By using the term * Samavayinah ’ he states the causality of relation. 
Thus, inasmuch as combination of attribute does not exist in attribute, 
and inasmuch as combination of action does not exist in action, in their 
respective cognitions there is no dependence upon attribute and action as 
distinguishing marks or qualifications ; but there does exist dependnruiA, 
upon attribute and action as the subject-matter or objects of co,gnition. 
This being so, it is stated that in the case of such intuitions as “ A white 
conch shell,” the combination of whiteness, the attribute whiteness?, and 
the cognition of whiteness as a distinction or that which serves to specify, 
are the causes. Se that relation with the distinction, the distinction, 
2 \ 
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and cognition of them are the causes of specialized perceptual cognition. 
Hereby is proved all that has been stated before.—9. 


Exception to the above : In the case of Substances, Cognition is not 

a cause of cognition. 

u q i \ i u 

Dravesu, in substances. An-itara-itara-karanah, not 

causes, one of another. 

10. In* tlie case of Substances, (cognitions are) not 
causes of one another.—319. 

Upaskara, It may be objected : As in the case of. “ Possessing a bell,” cognition 
of substance (e*g. f the cow possessing the bell) is dependent upon substance (e.g., the 
bell), so also in the case of (the serial cognitions of) “ It is a pillar,” “ It is a jar,” etc., 
where the cognition does not embrace another substance as a distinction, cognition 
of (the first) substance, (the pillar), is the cause (of the cognition of the second substance, 
the jar), (and so on). Thus nowhere can there be cognition of substance in the first 
instance or at first hand: 

Accordingly he says : 

“ Cognitions ” is the complement of the aphorism. Cognition of 
the jar, even though it takes place immediately after the cognition of 
the pillar, is yet not the effect of the cognition of the pillar, inasmuch as 
the pillar cannot properly be the distinction of, or that which serves 
to specify, by being contained in, the jar.—10. 


The exception explained . 

*rWM(j|qurd sott 

* tsjwwwid u c i % i n ii 

Karana-ayaugapadyat, from non-simultaneity of causes. 
cfirWPFWsT Karana-Kramat, from succession of causes. ^ Cha, and. 

$1* Ghata-pata-adi-buddhinfim, of the cognitions of the water-pot, the cloth, 
eta aw Kramali, succession. Na, not. %gqFi$r*reRr Hetu-phala-bhav&t, in 
consequence of the relation of cause and effect. 

11. The sequence of the cognitions of the water-pot, 
the cloth, etc., (results) from the sequence of their causes, 
due to the non-simultaneity of the causes, and not in conse¬ 
quence of the relation of cause and effect (amongst the cog¬ 
nitions.)—320. 

U pasMra.— It may be urged that the sequence of the cognitions of the water-pot, the 
cloth, tetc., is observed, and that that sequence is due only to the relation of effect and 
cause. So he says: - o. * 
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The sequence of the cognitions of the water-pot, the cloth, etc., is 
dependent upon the sequence of their causes, and not dependent upon 
the relation of cause and effect. If it be asked where the sequence of 
causes itself comes from, so he says, ‘ from the non-simultaneity of the 
causes.’ Simultaneity of cognitions has been denied or disproved. Hence 
there is not simultaneity also of diverse causes of cognition. If, on the 
other hand, there were simultaneity of causes, it would entail simultaneity 
also of effect -, and thus the argument that non-production of simultane¬ 
ous cognitions is the mark of the existence of the mind, would be shattered. 
This is the import.—11. 

Here ends the first chapter of the eighth book in the Commentary 
of Saftkara upon the Vai^e§ika Aphorisms. 

Vivriti. —The sequence or order, in the form of antecedence and sub¬ 
sequence, of the cognitions of the water-pot, cloth, etc., arises, not from the 
relation of cause and effect amongst them, but from the order, or the ante¬ 
cedence and subsequence, of the contacts, etc., of the water-pot, cloth, 
etc., (with the senses), which contacts are the causes of those cognitions. 
The word ‘cha,’ and, implies the addition of non-simultaneity which 
is not mentioned here, and this word is to be construed after the word 
sequence or order. The meaning, therefore, is this that the non-simul¬ 
taneity of the cognitions of the water-pot, cloth, etc., is due to the 
non-simultaneity of their causes, e.g., contacts with senses, etc. Whore 
however, simultaneity of the contacts, etc., of the water-pot, and the 
cloth exists, there is simultaneously produced a collective cognition of 
all the objects in contact with the senses for the time being. Hence it 
is also to be understood that • simultaneity of effects follows from simul¬ 
taneity of causes, and non-sequence of effects from non-sequence of causes. 

Understanding or Intelligence, buddhi, is primarily divided into 
presentation, anubhtiti, and representation, smriti. Presentation, accord¬ 
ing to the doctrine of Kanada, is again two-fold, being divided into 
perception, pratydkqa, and inference, anumana. Perception is of six kinds 
as derived from smelling, etc., ( i.e ., from the five external, and the internal 
senses); and is two-fold, as discriminative, savikalpaka, and non-discrimi- 
native, nirvikalpaka ; and two-fold, as ordinary or popular, laukika and 
super-ordinary or hyper-popular alaukika. Inference, again, is three-fold 
as produced by illation from only positive conditions, kevala-anvayi, or 
purely agreementaT; from only negative conditions, kevalavyatireki, or 
purely differential; and from both positive and negative conditions, Saman- 
yato-drista, or inference from commonly observed marks. For example 
“ This is expressible by words, inasmuch as it is knowable,” etc., are 
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illations from purely positive conditions (or by Mill’s method of agree¬ 
ment). Earth differs from other substances, inasmuch as it is possessed 
of odour, and the like are illations from purely negative conditions, 
^01 by Mill s method of difference); and u The mountain is fiery, inasmuch 
as it smokes, and the like are illations from both positive and negative 
conditions (or by Mill’s method of agreement and difference.) Represen¬ 
tation, reproduction or memory, on the other hand, is uniform, dependent 
on that form of SdrnsTiava which is called Bhavaiia or permanent mental 


impression, having the same form as the original presentation and depen¬ 
dent upon certain cognition in which inattention played no part. In 
anothei point of view also, understanding is two-fold, science or correct 
knowledge, pramd , and nescience or incorrect knowledge, apvama. 
Science is cognition in a certain form of that which has that form. Nes- 
cience is cognition in a certain form of that in which there is non-exist¬ 
ence of that form. Understanding or Intelligence is also two-fold, 
accordingly as it is divided into doubt, samkaya, and certitude, nischaya. 
Doubt is a cognition whereof the form is (mutually) repugnant existence 
and non-existence in one and the same object; certitude in regard to a 
thing is cognition in the form thereof, and not in the form of the non¬ 
existence thereof. In this doctrine, in the case of cognition of similarity, 
and in that of knowledge of terms, an inference takes place by the pro¬ 
duction of a judgment respecting the inferential mark, subsequently 
thereto. Evidence or proof, pramam, is of two kinds, perception and 
inference ; and science is exact experience or correct presentation or 
presentation in accordance with reality. This will be explained by the 
author of the aphorisms himself in the sequel. 
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>k Eighth.—Chapter Second. 

of a doubly specialized nature , illustrated . 

^cr fjp<Nrc[ u q i ^ i ^ n 

^r^nr Ayam, this. *rq\- Esnji, that, Tvay&, by you. ^ Kritam, done. 

Bhojaya, feed Enam, him. $1% Iti, such. Buddhi-apeksam, 

dependent upon understanding or cognition. 

1. ‘This,’ ‘ That,’ ‘Done by you,’ ‘ Feed him’—such 

(cognitions are) dependent upon Understanding.—321. 

Upaakara.— Haying described the mode of production of perceptual cognition, both 
discriminative and noii-discriminative, now the author, with a view to describe the per¬ 
ception of (a double specialized nature, or) the being specialized in the specialized, gives 
a few examples: 

The cognition, ‘this,’ arises in respect of an object which is near, 
and, ‘ that,’ in respect of an object which is distant. ‘ By you’—such cog¬ 
nition, coloured with the characteristic of being an agent, presupposes or 
depends upon the cognition that he is independent in the action. The 
cognition of the act, namely, ‘ done,’ depends upon the cognition that it 
is the subject of the operation of the instrument of the action. The 
cognition, ‘feed,’ depends upon the cognition that he is the agent in the 
act of feeding, and also the employer of the instrument. The cognition, 
‘him,’ depends upon the cognition that he is the subject of the operation 
or relation of the fed and the feeder. Similar other instances of cognition, 
dependent upon cognition, should be understood.—1. 

Dependence of cognition upon cognition, explained. 

ii q i * i * ii 

Dristesu, in the case of objects seen. Hnrr^ Bhdvdt, from their exist¬ 
ence or appearance. ^^3 A-dristesu, in the case of objects unseen. 

Abh&v&t, from their non-existence or non-appearance. 

2. (Such cognitions depend upon previous other cog¬ 
nitions), inasmuch as they appear in respect of objects seen, 
and do not appear in respect of objects unseen.—322. 

Upciskdra.— He says that this (i.e., the dependence of cognition upon cognition in 
gome cases) is proved by induction from agreement and difference : 

When the contiguous object of the cognition ‘This,’ the object, 
though distant yet presented in consciousness, of the cognition* That,’ 
the object, i.e., the contiguous agent, of the cognition ‘ By you,’ the object, 
i.e., the action, of the cognition ‘ done,’ the object, i.e., the employer 
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and the employed, of the cognition ‘ Feed,’ the object, i.e. y the occupation 
of both of them, of the cognition ‘ Him,’—when these objects come into 
contact with the senses, then such cognition is produced. Whereas with 
leference to unseen objects these cognitions do not appear. Hence this 
(;i.e. y the dependence of cognition upon cognition) can be inferred from 
agreement and difference. This is the meaning. — 2. 

Substance, Attribute and Action are called art ha or object. 

fnfr ffrt II q I R I \ II 

3 T*f: Artliah, object ?r% Iti, such. gsiignpRwfg Dravya-guna-karmmasu, 
in respect of substance, attribute, and action. 

3. (The Vaisesikas apply) the term, object, to Sub¬ 
stance, Attribute and Action.—323. 

Upet skara .—Ho now begins another topic : 

Of these, i.e ., Substance, Attribute and Action, the characteristic of 
being sought after or apprehended (by the senses) or objectified in such 
and such ways, has been stated. Hence, ‘ (It is) an object,’—such is the 
terminology of the Vaisiesika thinkers with regard to them, inasmuch as 
as they are presented by the term, object. Accordingly it has been said 
by Professor Pra'sastadem, “The characteristic of being denoted by the 
term, object, belongs to the three.”—3. 

IV. ii. 2, re-called. 

3^% n q i r i $ n 

Dravyesu, under substances. Pancha-atmakatvam, 

penta-substantiality, the characteristic of being a compound of five substances. 

Pratisiddham, denied, contravened. 

4. In (the topic dealing with the ascertainment of) 
Substances, (the theory) that bodies, etc., are a compound 
of five elements, has been refuted.—324. 

Upaslcdra .—He introduces another topic : 

* Under substances’—the term indicates the topic of the determina¬ 
tion of the predicable, substance. By the aphorism (IV. ii. 2, supra), “ Of 
things perceptible and imperceptible, etc.,” the penta-substantiality of the 
body, etc., that is to say, (the theory) that they are compounds of five 
elements, ‘ pratisiddharp,’ has been refuted. As a variety of constituent 
causes does not belong to the body, so also it does not belong to the senses 
of smell, etc., which are going to be described. It, therefore, becomes 
proved that the senses are uniformly percipient of their corresponding 
attributes, This is the import.—4, 








BhGyastv&t, by reason of preponderance or predominance. 
TT^Tr^rfl Gandha-vatv&t, by reason of possession of smell. ^ Cba, and. 

Ppthivi, earth. rpr^H Gandha-jnane, in (the constitution of) that by 
which smell is perceived, i.e. 9 the olfactory sense, sr^m: Prakpitih, matter, 
material cause, essence. 

5. By reason of its predominance, and of possession of 
Smell, Earth is the material cause of the olfactory sense. 
—325. 

Upciskara .—He states tlie proposition for which the topic was begun : 

That by which smell is cognised, is 4 gandha-|jQ&naip,-’ that is, the 
olfactory sense. Therein ‘ prithivi,’ Earth, alone is ‘prakritih,’ the mate¬ 
rial cause. It may be asked, why it is so ? Accordingly he says * ganda- 
vatv&t,’ for it has been said already that that which possesses smell can¬ 
not be originated by that which is void of smell. The possession of smell 
(by the olfactory sense) or its odorousness is proved from the rule or 
well-known uniformity of nature that the external senses themselves pos¬ 
sess attributes similar in kind to those which are apprehensible by them. 
If it be urged, how then can there be such uniformity that the charac¬ 
teristic of being the revealer of smell does not belong to the other members 
of the body but only to the olfactory sense-organ, even when terrene-ness 
belongs to all of them without distinction ? So he says * bhuyastvat.’ 
It is the being constituted or originated by terrene particles uninfluenc¬ 
ed by other substances, which is called ‘bhuyastvam,’ ‘predominance.’ 
This, ‘ bhuyastvam,’ is a technical, term, and has been so used in the 
kindred system (i.e., the Nydyu-Sutrarn) also.— 5. 

Similarly the Senses of Taste, Colour and Touch are respectively 
constituted by the Elements of Water, Fire and Air. 

twrebfo ngsr u * i * i «. u 

{HU Tatha, in like manner. smit Apali, waters §5j: Tejah, fire, qjg: 
Vayufc, air. ^ Cha, and. Rasa-rQpa-sparga-avisesat, be¬ 

cause of the non-difference of taste, colour and touch. 

6. In like manner, Water’ Fire and Air (are the 
material causes of the sense-organs of Taste, Colour and 
Touch), inasmuch as there is no difference in the Taste, 
Colour and Touch (which they respectively possess, from 
what they respectively apprehend).—326. 
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tJpasl cdm.—He extends the argument to the other senses: 

‘ The material causes of the organs of the tongue, the eye, and the 
skin’—this is the complement of the aphorism. Water, etc., are then 
respectively the material causes of the tongue, etc., inasmuch as the latter 
respectively apprehend the objects with which they are uniformly related. 
Here too it is ‘ bhuyastvam,’ ‘ predominance,’ which governs the uniformity 
(that the characteristics of being the revealer of taste, etc., belong respec¬ 
tively to the tongue, etc.) It has been declared that it is the rule or 
uniformity that the tongue, etc., possess particular attributes of the same 
kind as are apprehensible by them, that is the proof of the possession of 
taste, etc., by the tongue, etc. Likewise the organ of hearing is only a 
portion or division of Ether confined within the hollow of the ear and 
favourably influenced by a particular adfutam or destiny.—6. 

Here ends the second chapter of the eighth book in the Commentary 
of Sa&kara upon the Vaidesika Aphorisms. 
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Book Ninth.—Chapter First. 

Perception, e.g., of antecedent non-existence, is produced by other means 
than conjunction or combination . 

ht«h=m. ii i i ? i 9 ii 

fgfi?ni3^r?<SCT s rpnfl Kriy&-guna-vyapadesa-abhav&t, in consequence of the 
non-existence of application or predication of action and attribute. HTf* pr&k, 
prior, antecedently. 9STCPI; A-sat, non-existent. 

1. In consequence of the non-application of Action 
and Attribute (to it), (an effect is) non-existent prior (to its 
production.)—327. 

Upasltdra .—After the determination of popular or ordinary perception produced 
from contact or contiguity in the form of either conjunction or combination, the author 
begins the ninth book of which the object is to demonstrate ordinary or popular and super¬ 
ordinary or hyper-popular perception produced from proximity or presentation due to 
other causes; 

‘ An effect,’—such is the complement of the aphorism. ‘ Prsik,’ i.e., 
prior to the production of the effect, * an effect,’ e.g., a water-pot, cloth, 
etc., ‘ a-sat,’ {i.e., non-existent), that is to say, the counter-opposite or 
contradictory of the contemporaneous non-existence of its own producer. 

Here the reason is the impossibility of the application of action and 9 
attribute. If the effect, e.g., a water-pot, etc., were really existent during 
that time also, then it would be affirmed to possess action and attribute. 

As in the case of a water-pot already produced reference can be made to 
it in such forms as “ The water-pot is at rest,” “ The water-pot is in 
motion,” “ The water-pot is seen to possess colour,” etc., there can be no 
reference made to it in like manner also prior to its production. It is 
therefore inferred that the water-pot is, during that time, non-existent. 

On the other hand, while straws are in the course of weaving or threads 
in the course of joining, or when clay is placed on the potter’s wheel, 
while the activity of the potter, etc., is yet going on, there is a universally 
experienced perceptual cognition that there will be in that place a mat, or 
a piece of cloth, or a water-pot, inasmuch as such cognition takes place as 
soon as the eyes are opened. Here proximity or presentation constituted 
either by conjunction or by combination cannot be the cause of the cogni¬ 
tion. Hence proximity or presentation in which the thing in itself is 
connected with the sense, is here the necessary condition of perception. 

It cannot be said that in this explanation there is mutual dependence of 
cause and effect inasmuch as the proper form of antecedent non-existence 
8 
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eing existent, there is perception of it and the perception being existent, 
there also exists its proper form; for, the thing in itself which is nothing 
but the proper or essential form of both the sense ancl the object, is capa¬ 
ble of producing perception involving or embracing both, and that is 
really existent even prior to the perception, as it has been declared in the 
Nyaya-Vdrltika, “In combination as well as in non-existence, there exists 
the relation of vise^ana that which serves to specify and visepya that which 
is specified.” 

This same antecedent non-existence is productive of its counter¬ 
opposite (that is, the object not yet existent). For when a water-pot is 
produced, it is not produced just at that very moment. Even though the 
other (partial) causes existed at the time, the imperfectness of the cause, 
being pursued, should pursue only the imperfectness consisting of the 
antecedent non-existence of the water-pot itself. If it be objected that the 
(antecedently non-existent) water-pot itself would then be an impediment 
to its own production ; our reply is that (since, as a matter of fact, it does 
not operate as such an impediment) its causality by way of its not operat¬ 
ing as an impediment should not be thrown away. Nor can it be objected 
that the water-pot itself constituting the non-existence of its antecedent 
non-existence, it would follow that its antecedent non-existence will again 
appear when the water-pot is destroyed ; for, the destruction of the water- 
*pot also is repugnant to its antecedent non-existence, so that there can be 
no appearance of a contradictory also during the existence of another 
contradictory. For the contradiction between them is not merely spatial, 
so that they might be simultaneous like (the genera of) bovine-ness and 
horse-ness. The contradiction is temporal also, and therefore how can they 

be existent at one and the same time?—1. 

Note.—In this and the few following aphorisms, the author deals with the topic of 
non-existence. Now, non-existence is primarily divided into two kinds, sumsarga-abhava 
and anyonya-abMm. Anyonya-abhava or reciprocal non-existence is characterised as non¬ 
existence of which the counter-opposite (i.e., the object non-existent) is determined by 
the relation of identity ; in other words, it is equivalent to absence of identity, that is, 
difference. Samsargu-abhavu or relational non-existence is non-existence other than 
reciprocal non-existence, and it is sub-divided as antecedent, consequent, and absolute 
non-existonces. , 

Consequent non-existence also is proved by perception and inference. 

m m i ^ ii 

Sat, existent, srcrg; A-sat, non-existent. 

2. The existent (becomes) non-existent.—328. 

Upaskara .—He States that another (form of) non-existence is established by the 
force of perception: 
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A*s the non-existence of the effect, prior to the operation of the cause, 
is proved by perception and inference, so is it proved by perception and 
inference, after the operation of a club, etc., which destroys it, that a really 
existent effect, e.g a water-pot, etc., is now non-existent. And this same 
non-existence is commonly described as annihilation or destruction (or 
consequent or emergent non-existence.) For there arise such cognitions 
as that the water-pot is now destroyed, annihilated, that the letter ga 
which was heard before, no longer exists, etc. This is the import.—2. 


The existent is a different thing from the non-existent , so that 
after annihilation there can he no continuation of existence .1 

srau: u «. i ? i ^ u 

A-satah, from the non-existent. r^nj^TT^ErPTn^ Kriya-guna- 
vyapadefo-abhavat, in consequence of the non-existence of reference by, or 
predication of, action and attribute. Artha-antaraip, a different object. 

3. (The existent is) a different object (from the non¬ 
existent), inasmuch as Action and Attribute cannot be 
predicated of the non-existent.—329. 

Upaskdra.— It may be objected: It is the same water-pot that under a particular 
condition gives rise to the idea, or conventional use, of annihilation; and not that the 
annihilation of the water-pot is different from the water-pot : 

Accordingly lie says: 

“ The existent ”—such is the complement of the aphorism. The 
existent is a different object from the non-existent. If it be asked, How ? 
So lie says, ‘ kriya-guna-vyapadesta-abhav&t.’ For the re can be no such 
predication, during the period of annihilation also, as “ The water-pot 
remains,” “ The water-pot exists at this moment,” “ The water-pot possesses 
colour,” “ Bring the water-pot,” etc. In consequence of this difference, 
therefore, the existent is a different thing from the non-existent.—3. 


Reciprocal non-existence or absence of identity, explained. 

ugxug; h «. i % i 8 ii 

Sat, the existent. Cha, and, also. fRfw A-sat, non-existent. 

4. The existent also is non-existent.—330. 

Upaskara. —Antecedent and consequent non-existences being proved, the present 
aphorism is laid down with the purpose of proving mutual or reciprocal non-existence: 

Where a really existent water-pot, etc., are spoken of as being non¬ 
existent, there non-existence of identity is perceived. For there arise 
such cognitions as “ The horse is non-existent by the nature of the cow,” 
“ The cow is non-existent by the nature of the horse,” “ A piece of cloth 






YA1SESIKA PHILOSOPHY. 




is non-existent by the nature of a water-pot,” “ A piece of cloth is a not- 
water-pot,” “ A cow is a not-horse,” “ A horse is a not-cow,” etc. Now, 
“ A cow possesses reciprocal non-existence with a horse,” “ A water-pot 
possesses reciprocal non-existence with a piece of cloth,”—it is this 
reciprocal non-existence, otherwise called absence of identity, that appears 
in the above cognitions. Here identity is that which determines the 
counter-oppositeness or contrariety (of absence of identity). And this 
(reciprocal) non-existence has the same substratum or denotation or 
extension as its counter-opposite (i.e., identity); for there is such cogni¬ 
tion as that the water-pot is not the ground (on which it lies). It is 
also eternal, for it is impossible that there should be at any time 
identity between a water-pot and a piece of cloth.—4. 

In addition to antecedent, consequent, and reciprocal, non-existence, 
there is absolute non-existence. 


ii «. i ? i vui 

i^Yat, that which. *cr Cha, and. Anyat, different. 3rerfT A-sat, 

non-existent. Ataft, from these, i.e. 9 antecedent, consequent, and reci¬ 
procal, non-existents. ^ Tat, that. A-sat, non-existent. 

5. And that which is a different non-existent from 
these, is (absolutely) non-existent.—331. 

UpaskAra .—Now he describes the fourth (kind of) non-existence called absolute 
non-existence. 

‘Atah,’ from the three forementioned non-existences, ‘yat anyat 
a-sat tat a-sat,’ (that which is a different non-existent is non-existent) 
i.e., that is absolute non-existence. The word ‘a-sat’ (non-existent) is in 
both the places used in a substantive sense. Of these, one * a-sat,’ is the 
subject and the other * a-sat’ is the predicate in apposition with the 
subject. The meaning of the aphorism, therefore, comes to be this that 
non-existence which is different from the three fore-mentioned non¬ 
existences, is absolute non-existence. Amongst these, antecedent non¬ 
existence is limited in the future or at the end, consequent non-existence 
is limited in the past or at the beginning, and reciprocal non-existence 
has the same substratum or extension as its counter-opposite; but 
absolute non-existence differs from all the three. Hence it is the fourth 
(kind of) non-existence.—5. 

Vivriti. —There are three things repugnant to absolute non-exist¬ 
ence, viz., the counter-opposite or the object non-existent, its antecedent 
non-existence, and its consequent non-existence. The ancients teach 
that the cognitions that dark colour does not exist in a red water-pot, and 
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that red colour does not exist in a dark water-pot, are conversant about 
consequent and antecedent non-existences, but not absolute non-existence. 
The moderns, on the other hand, maintain that consequent and antece¬ 
dent non-existences are not repugnant to absolute non-existence, and 
hence that there may be absolute non-existence even during the time of 
consequent and other non-existences. They hold that when a water-pot, 
etc., previously removed, are brought back to a place, there can be no 
Cognition of the absolute non-existence of the water-pot, so long as the 
water-pot exists, inasmuch as the time during which the water-pot is 
existent does not constitute connection with non-existence. Some, again, 
teach that when there has formerly stood in any place a water-pot, and 
this has been removed and brought back again, there arises in this case 
cognition of a fourth kind of non-existence under the aspect of connection 
(Samsarga-abliava), called temporary non-existence, and not of absolute 
non-existence. 



m 


Causes of the perception of consequent non-existence . 


II S. I 1 I S ll 

srcrfr A-sat, non-existent. Iti, such, BhQta-pratyaksa- 

abhavat, because oT the non existence of the perception of a past object. 
BhGta-smriteh, because of the recollection of a past object. 
Virodhi-pratyaksa-vat, similar to the perception of the contradictory or 
opposite. 

6. “ (It is) non-existent”—such (perceptual cognition) 

is similar to the perception of the counter-opposite (of non¬ 
existence), because (in both cases) there is non-existence of 
the perception of that which is past and gone, and there is 
recollection of the past.—332. 

Upask&ra .—He now begins another section and therein states the causes of the 
perception of consequent non-existence: 

‘ A-sat iti ’: By the word, ‘ iti,’ be indicates cognition in the form 
of perception. Thereby (it is obtained that) there is such perceptual 
cognition as “ The water-pot is non-existent,” “The water-pot has been 
destroyed,” “The water-pot is now in a state of annihilation.” An 
example of this cognition is given by ‘ virodhi-pratyaksavat ’: as there is 
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clear perception of tlie counter-opposite (of non-existence), e.g., a water- 
pot, etc., so there is of its annihilation or consequent non-existence also. 
The reason of this is stated as ‘ bhuta-pratyaksa-abhavat,’ which means, 
because there is non-existence of the perception of ‘ bhuta,’ i.e., a water- 
pot, etc., which having been first produced have been subsequently 
destroyed. Hereby the non-apprehension of the (once) apprehensible is 
stated. There, again, the following argument is confirmatory (of the 
perceptual oognition): If there were a water-pot here, it would be seen, 
as the place is seen ; but it is not visible; therefore there is none. He 
mentions another auxiliary cause : ‘ bhfita-smriteh,’ which means, because 
there is recollection of the counter-opposite, e.g., a water-pot, etc., which is 
past and gone. Hereby recollection of the counter-opposite is stated.—6. 

Vivriti .—The four kinds of non-existence being explained, the per¬ 
ception of consequent non-existence is explained. 

‘ A-sat iti ’: “ The water-pot is non-existent,” “ The water-pot is 
destroyed,” “The water-pot is annihilated,”—such perception, ‘ virodhi- 
pratyak§avat,’ is similar to the perception of the water-pot which is the 
counter-opposite (of its non-existence), that is to say, is proved by sense- 
experience and produced from the ordinary or popularly understood 
contact (of sense and object). Between them there is, however, this 
difference that the perception of the counter-opposite is produced from the 
conjunction of the eye, etc. (with their objects), while the perception of 
consequent non-existence is produced from the determination or intrinsic 
form (of the object perceived) being conjoint with the eye, etc. He men¬ 
tions another point of difference, viz., * bhuta-pratyaksa-abhavat. The 
meaning is that perception of consequent non-existence is produced from 
a cause in the form of the non-apprehension of the apprehensible conse¬ 
quent on the non-existence of the perception of the past, i.e., the 
counter-opposite, e.g., the water-pot, etc., and also from the recollection of 
the past water-pot, etc., in other words, from cognition of the counter¬ 
opposite, which cognition is here identical with recollection. Thus the 
perception of consequent non-existence is produced from the non-percep¬ 
tion of its counter-opposite as well as from the cognition of the counter¬ 


opposite, whereas the perception of the counter-opposite is not so produced. 
There is, therefore, difference between them in this respect also. This is 
the import. It should be observed that recollection as such is not intended 
(in this aphorism, though the word has been used), but mere cognition is 
intended. That being so, the idea is this that as the water-pot, etc., are 
proved by perception, so also are their consequent non-existences, 




KAhjADA-S&TRAS IX. 1-7. 



Causes of the perception of antecedent non-existence. 




II S. I ? I 'S II 


rrqt TathA, similarly, sp?T% A-bhave, in the case of (antecedent) non¬ 
existence. Bhava-pratyaksatvat, in consequence of the perceptibi¬ 

lity of the existent. ^ Cha, also. 

7. Similarly (there is perceptual cognition) of (ante¬ 
cedent) non-existence, in consequence also of the perceptibi¬ 
lity of the existent.—333. 

Upaskdra .—Extending to antecedent non-existence the mode in which consequent 
non-existence is an object of perception, he says : 

Although this word, non-existence, is a general term, still from the 
context it signifies antecedent non-existence. As there is perceptual 
cognition in the case of consequent non-existence, so also in the case of 
antecedent non-existence. Q. —How ? A. —‘ Bhava-pratyaksatvat ’: ‘ praty- 
aksatvat,’ in consequence of the characteristic of being made an object of 
cognition by perception, ‘ bhavasya,’ of straws, etc., while these are in 
the course of weaving (for a mat which is then antecedently non-existent.) 
Or, the meaning is this: ‘ pratyaksatvat,’ in consequence of the ‘ fitness ’ 
(for the senses) or apprehensibility, ‘ bhavasya,’ of the substratum as well 
as of the counter-opposite (i.e., the mat after production); inasmuch as 
the apprehensibility of the substratum as well as the apprehensibility of 
the counter-opposite govern the apprehension of Sarjisarga-abhava or 
relational non-existence. The word * cha,’ also, brings forward the 
recollection of the counter-opposite and the argument already stated (in 
the preceding aphorism, as contributory causes of the perception of 
antecedent non-existence.) (It is to be observed that), although antecedent 
non-existence has no beginning, and although consequent non-existence 
has no end, yet they are perceptible under particular conditions only.-r-7. 

Vivriti.— It may be asked, inasmuch as antecedent non-existence has 
no beginning, how is it that there is no perception of it long before the 
production of the conjunction of the two halves of a water-pot, etc., the 
fore-mentioned causes (of such perception) being possible at that time 
also? Hence the author adds, ‘ bhava-pratyaksatvat, ’ ‘ Bh&va ’ means the 

final collocation of causes, according to its derivation from the root bhA, to 
be, by the affix ghah, in the ablative sense that it springs from this. ‘ Bhava- 
pratyaksatvat ’ means the state or condition of that whereof perception 
takes place by means of ‘ bhava.' The resultant meaning of the term, 
therefore, is, because it must be manifested by the final collocation of 
causes. Thus, the import is, in the instance in question, there can be no 






VAISESTKA PHILOSOPHY. 



perception of antecedent non-existence in consequence of the non-existence 
of the final collocation of causes. 


Causes of the •perception of reciprocal non-existence. 


it «. i ? i q n 


Etena, hereby, A-ghafab, not-water-pot. ^r«fV: A-gaub, not- 

cow. A-dharmah, not -dharnia. Cha, and, also, eqTTOlRr Vyakhy&tab, 

explained. 

8. Hereby also are explained * not-water-pot,’ ‘ not- 
cow/ ‘ not -dharma’ —334. 

Upaskdra .—He shows that reciprocal non-existence is an object of perception : 

‘ Etena ’—hy this term he extends (the causality of) the recollection 
of the counter-opposite, apprehension of the substratum, and the argument 
stated before. Non-apprehension of the apprehensible is the same in all 
cases. The word, ‘ cha,’ also, has the object of bringing forward what 
has been stated before. ‘ A-dharmah ’: By saying that the reciprocal 
non-existence of dharma, merit, though it is supersensible, is an object of 
perception in its substratum, e.g., pleasure, knowledge, etc., he suggests 
that in the apprehension of reciprocal non-existence, apprehensibility of 
the counter-opposite is not the governing condition, but that only the 
apprehensibility of the substratum is the governing condition. How 
< otherwise could the reciprocal non-existence of a fiend, in the form that 
the pillar is not a fiend, be apprehended in the pillar ? For, the non¬ 
apprehension of a fiend as being coincident or identical with the pillar is 
the cause of the apprehension of the reciprocal non-existence of a fiend 
(in the pillar), and, it is again impossible, were the pillar identical with a 
fiend, that there should be such non-apprehension (of a fiend in the pillar), 
since such non-apprehension is contradictory to, or contravened by, 
the existence of the entity [e.g., a fiend) which is the counter-opposite (of 
its non-existence.) 

Objection. Identity with a fiend is not in this instance the counter¬ 
opposite. Is it then a fiend ? But it may be that though it is present 
in the pillar, yet, like its gravity, it is not apprehended. Hence its non¬ 
apprehension would not be contradictory to the existence of the entity 
which is the counter-opposite, (vis., a fiend.) 

Answer .—It is not so, for, like the non-apprehension of the counter- 
onnosite. the non-apprehension of that which determines the characteristic 
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Objection .—The apprehension of reciprocal non-existence is depend¬ 
ent upon the apprehension of counter-opposite-ness, and counter-opposite- 
ness is identity with the absence of reciprocal non-existence ; and hence it 
follows that the apprehension of reciprocal non-existence is really depend¬ 
ent upon the apprehension of reciprocal non-existence. 

Answer .—This is not the case ; for, as has been already stated, it is a 
property which is cognised as being not present in any given substratum, 
that determines the characteristic of being the counter-opposite, but the 
apprehension of that property also as that which determines counter- 
opposite-ness, is not the governing condition (of the apprehension of 
reciprocal non-existence.)—8. 

Vivriti .—The causes of the apprehension of reciprocal non-existence 
are determination (or possession of attribution, or intrinsic form) in rela¬ 
tion to the senses,— indriya-sarnbaddha-visesariata, —non-apprehension of 
the counter-opposite, and cognition of the counter-opposite. The differ¬ 
ence, however, is this that the perceptibility of the counter-opposite is 
the condition of apprehension of Samsarga-abhava or relational non-exist¬ 
ence, whereas it is the perceptibility of the substratum that is the condi¬ 
tion of apprehension of reciprocal non-existence. Thus, in spite of the 
super-sensibility of dliarma or merit, there is no impediment to the per¬ 
ception of its reciprocal non-existence in the sensible substratum thereof, 
e.g., pleasure and the like. Whereas some have taught that perceptibi¬ 
lity of both the counter-opposite and the substratum is the condition of 
apprehension of relational non-existence, this is inaccurate; for, were 
this the case, the perception of non-existence of fragrance in a stone, of 
non-existence of bitterness in treacle, of non-existence of colour in air, 
and of non-existence of touch as well as sound in ether would be impossi¬ 
ble, inasmuch as their respective substrata are not perceptible to the 
several senses cognisant thereof respectively. It is from this considera¬ 
tion that Pak?adhara Misra has maintained that the perception of the 
destruction (or cessation) of the touch of air is produced by determination 
thereof in its intrinsic form by time conjoint with the skin. 

Perception of absolute non-existence, how produced. 

mri n * i \ I 11 


A-bhOtam, not produced. ?rNa, not. Asti, exists, ffij Iti, this, 

SffiefRTO An-artha-antaraip, not different objects. 

9. That which has not been produced, does not exist; 
—this is an identical proposition.—335. 
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Upaskcira .—Now in this aphorism he says that absolute non-existence is an object of 
perception: 

That which was produced, at present does not exist—such cognition 
rests upon annihilation, and is not conversant about, or does not bring 
out, ' the having been produced ; whereas perceptual cognition which 
embraces simply this that it does not exist, reposes upon absolute non¬ 
existence. ‘ A-bhiltam,’ (that which has not been produced), denotes non¬ 
cognizance of production and destruction. The being ‘ an-artha-antaram,’ 
not different objects, means also purporting that only. For example, 
Eartli-ness does not exist in Water, and Water-ness does not exist in 
Earth. For, were there Earth-ness in watery wholes, it would be per¬ 
ceived, but it is not perceived, therefore it does not exist;—a reference 
to such argument is to be observed in this case also. We must, in like 
manner, hold that there is absolute non-existence of a thing where such a 
thing will never be, nor even has been, produced. The cognition, on the* 
other hand, in the form that it does not exist, of the non-existence in their 
substratum, of that which has been, and that which will be, depends 
upon consequent non-existence and antecedent non-existence. Hence it 
is that this (absolute non-existence) is designated as absolute or illi¬ 
mitable and as of trinal time or eternal.—9. 

Vivriti. —‘ Na asti iti,’ perception in the form that something does 
not exist, which is ‘ abhutain,’ not conversant about the past, ‘ an-artha- 
antaram,’ that is, has for its object nothing but absolute non-existence, 
such as consequent non-existence etc.***®. The word * bliuta ’ or 
past includes the future also. 

The perception, “ The water-pot does not {now) exist in the room,” explained. 


MS. I $1 U 


?! Na, not. srRtf Asti, exists. Ghatah, water-pot. Gehe, in the 
-room. Iti, such, skt: Satah, existent. Ghatasya, of water-pot. 

Geha-samsarga-pratisedhali, negation of association with the 


room. 

10. The water-pot does not exist in the room—such 
is (the form of) the negation of association of the existent 
water-pot with the room.—336. 

Upaskdra. —It may be objected : The non-existence of tlie water-pot in the room 
Is not absolute non-existence, because of the existence of the water-pot there at some 
time or other. Nor is it either antecedent non-existence or consequent non-existence, 
for they appear only in combinative causes. Nor is it absolute non-existence undergoing 
production and destruction, for the expression‘absolute non-existence undergoing pro¬ 
duction and destruction 1 involves a contradiction in terms. Nor is it a fourth kind 
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of 8amsarga-abhclvci or non-exisfcence of association, since in that case the three-fold 
division of the non-existence of association would be disproved. 

To meet this objection, ho says : 

(‘ Geha-samsarga-prati$edhah ’ means) the negation or privation of the 
association or conjunction of the water-pot with the room. And it would 
be simply absoute non-existence, if the water-pot do not exist at any time 
whatever, antecedent non-existence in the case of the water-pot which will 
exist, and consequent non-existence in the case of the water-pot which 
had its existence in the past. 

Objection. —That being so, the cognition should have been in this 
form that connection of the water-pot does not exist in the room. 

Answer. —What is meant by ‘the cognition should have been’? If 
it means ‘ the cognition of which the objector content is the connection 
of the water-pot, should have been,’ and so conveys the sense of inclusion, 
then what is desired is obtained. If, on the other hand, it means ‘(the 
cognition) which refers to or suggests that (i.e., connection of the water- 
pot),’ then (we reply that), it is the reference to the substratum, viz., in 
the room, which leads to, and results in, the reference to the connection, 
inasmuch as it is the being the substratum that appears in the form of 
connection of the property (or conjunction of the contained.) 

Objection. —Does then the water-pot really exist there ? 

Answer. —What do you mean by ‘really exist’ ? Is it combined or 
conjunct ? It cannot bo the first, since there is in the room non-existence 
of the water-pot as combined with it. Nor the latter, since there is denial 
of conjunction. 

Objection. —It would then follow that the water-pot, etc., are always 
present, inasmuch as there is everywhere denial only of the one or the 
other of their conjunction and combination. 

Answer. —This would not follow, since the denial itself of both of 
them is idential with the denial of the water-pot. Are then the water-pot 
and its conjunction one and the same thing, whereby denial of conjunction 
of the water-pot would be the denial of the water-pot ? Are then the water- 
pot and its combination one and the same thing, whereby the admission 

itself of its combination would be the admission of the water-pot ? For 

there is not presence of the water-pot there where both of them (conjunc¬ 
tion and combination) are denied, whereby the water-pot might be in cons¬ 
tant agreement. Thus where there is admission or affirmation of something, 
the denial or negation of this is itself the denial or negation of that. 

Or, it may be that there is really absolute non-existence of the 
water-pot in the room in the relation of being in combination, and that 
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it is this (absolute non-existence) that is the object of the cognition that 
the water-pot does not exist in the room ; as, for example, (there is absolute 
non-existence of the water-pot) in the potsherd in the relation of being in 
conjunction. 

Objection .—Such being the case, the water-pot would be non-existent, 
being the counter-opposite of the constantly present absolute non-existence. 

Answer .—It would be so, were it everywhere non-existent by the 
relations or characteristics of being in conjunction and being in combi- 
nation.-*-10. 

Perception of the Soul, how produced, in the yogins who are ( called) 

united. 


Atmani, in the soul. sttwpprat: Atma-manasoh, of soul and mind. 
Samyoga-vises&t, from a particular conjunction. Atma- 

pratyaksam, perception of the soul. 

11. Perceptual cognition of the Soul (results) from a 
particular conjunction of the Soul and the Mind in the Soul. 
—337. 


Upaskdra .—Having thus ascertained popular perception having for its object exis¬ 
tence and non-existence, he begins a new section in order to ascertain the perception of 
the yogins : 

“ Knowledge is produced ”—such is the complement (of the aphor¬ 
ism.) Now, the yogins or ascetics are divided into two classes: those 
whose internal organs have been steadied in samadhi or deep meditation, 
and they are called united; and those whose internal organs are no longer 
steadied in samadhi, and they are called disunited. Therein those who 
are united, having with eagerness fixed their mind on the object to be 
presented to it, are engaged in constant meditation; and in them cogni¬ 
tion of the soul, of their own souls as well as of the souls of others, is pro¬ 
duced. ‘ Atma-prattyaksam ’ means in the manner of the cognition in 
which the soul is the percept or object of presentation to the sense. 
Although in ourselves and others also, cognition of the soul sometimes 
exists or appears, yet, as it is obscured by avidya or nescience, it has been 
declared to be virtually non-existent. ‘ Atma-mauasoh samyoga-visfesat ’ 
means from a particular contiguity between the soul and the mind, namely, 
a favourable influence by virtue born of yoga or holy communion.—11. 


Vivriti .—Having examined perception produced through ordinary or 
physical presentation or contiguity, he now explains perception produced 
through super-ordinary or k hyper-pbysical presentation or contiguity. 
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‘ Atma-manasoh samyoga-vitlesat,’ from the conjunction of the soul 
and mind, accompanied by the power or virtue born of yoga, or holy com¬ 
munion; ‘ Atmani,’ there being effort or volition towards the origination of 
understanding, \dtmd meaning volition) on the authority of the lexicogra¬ 
phy : “Soul or Atma, Volition, Patience or Continence, Understanding (are 
synonymous),”—that is to say, when there arises the thought produced by 
volition towards the origination of understanding; 1 Atma-pratyaksarp,’ 
perception of one’s own soul as well as of the souls of others; “ takes 
place,” this is the complement of the aphorism. 

Now, super-ordinary or hypher-physicnl presentation or contiguity 
is three-fold* according to its division as Sdmdnya-lah^and, having the 
form of the genus, jndna-lah^aim, having the form of cognition, and 
yogaja-dharma, virtue or power born of holy communion. Therein 
yogaja-dharma is a particular merit or virtue produced by the practice of 
yoga or holy communion, and to the existence of which the Vedas, Pur-a¬ 
nas, etc., testify. It is again two-fold according to the two-fold-ness of 
the yogins as those who are united or have attained to holy communion 
and those w r ho are in the process of being united or are in the course of 
attaining to holy communion. Among them those are called the united, 
who have subdued their mind or inner sense by the practice of yoga and 
have achieved the siddhis or‘powers,’or perfections or attainments by 
means of Samadhi or meditation. It is they that are also called the 
specially united, on account of their possessing conspicuous or advanced 
yoga. Those who are in the process of being united are they whose 
minds are turned away from objects of the senses and who are immediate 
beholders of all objects through the accompaniment of contemplation. 
The present aphorism has been laid down with reference to such yogins only. 

Note, —It would seem that the word viijukta has been differently used by Sankara 
Misra and Jayandraya\m; by the former in the sense of the disunited, and by the latter 
as denoting those who are specially united [through the possession of highly advanced 
yoga, Tide IX, i. 13 infra, Upaskdra, Sankara Misra obviously does not recognise the 
distinction, made by Jayavdrdya'ia , of the united and those in the process of being united. 
According to him, yogins are of two classes, namely, the united and the ultra-united or 
dis-united. 

Omniscience of the united yogins, how possible. 

am s c re w s 11 s. i ? i ? ^ u 

fjqT Tathfi, similarly. Dravya-antaresu, in the case of other 

substances, sisrgw Pratyaksam, perceptual. 

12. Perceptual (cognition is) similarly (produced) in 
the case of the other substances.—338, 
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Upuskdra .—Do then the united have cognition in respect of the soul only? How 
therefore can they possess omiscience ? In reply to these possible queries, he says : 

“ Cognition is produced ”—this is implied by the context. ‘ Tath& ’ 
means by the mind only as favourably influenced by, or accompanied 
with, the virtue or power, born of yoga or holy communion. 4 Dravya- 
antare§u’ means in respect of the four kinds of ultimate atoms, the mind, 
air, space, time and ether. By the term, substance, are included attribute, 
action and genus inhering in substance, the predicable, species; com¬ 
bination ; also gravity, elasticity, etc., appertaining to perception ; and 
also volition, the source of vitality (or spontaneity), non-discriminative 
thought, dharma , adharma , etc., residing in the soul. For the favourable 
influence of the virtue or power born of yoga is equivalent to a perceptive 
apparatus; otherwise omniscience would not be affirmed (of those who are 
united.)— 12. 

Omniscience belongs also to those yogins who are ( called) dis-united. 

IUI t m II 


Asamahita-antahkaran£tb whose internal organs are not 
attached to meditation. Upsamhrita-samadhayah, who have 

given up meditation, Tes^m, their, Cha, also. 

13. They whose internal sense-organs are not attached 
to meditation, are those by whom meditation has been 
given up. They too (have perception of hidden and distant 
objects.)—339. 


Upaskura .—Having described the perceptual cogni tion of the united, he now describes 
that of the disunited. 

* Upasarnhrita-samsldhayab ’ ip simply an explication of ‘ asamfihita- 
antahkaranSh.’ Or, to the question, why they are called ‘ asmahita- 
antahkaranah ’ ? the reply is given by ‘ upasamhrita-samadliayah, ’ 
meaning, because they are those by whom ‘ Samadhi ’ of which the essence 
is constant meditation, ‘ upasaiphrita, ’ has been thrown away. For they, 
being able to transcend the senses through the influence of Samadhi , 
absorption or intentness of mind on one object only, and, acquiring Sarira- 
Siddhi, powers over, or perfection of, the physical organism, e.g., the 
power of attenuation, etc., and Indriya-Siddhi, powers over, or perfections 
of, the senses, e.g., the power of hearing at a distance, i.e., clair-audience, 
etc., and then feeling the insufficiency of Samadhi itself, realise the need of 
other practices as referred to in the following and other texts of the Veda: 

ferr unrsr Theie is need for it so long as 

I am not freed and fulfilled. Learning, therefore, that every form of hhoga 
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or experience, whether agreeable or disagreeable, should be undergone, 
and that they undoubtedly stand on firm ground so long as they go on 
experiencing Karma-dsaya , vehicles of karma , i.e,, physical organisms, 
previously merited or acquired, in different countries, divisions of the 
land, peninsulas, etc., by different births as horses, elephants, birds, 
serpents, etc., as well as by existence as celestials, sages, or men, they 
make the whole universe of things, hidden and distant, the objects of 
their perception, the powers of their senses having been enlarged or 
heightened by the force of the virtue or power born of Yoga, —13. 




1 


Vivviti. —After describing the perception of the yogin who is in 
course of union, he describes that of the yogin who has attained union. 

‘ Asamahita-antahkaranah/ those whose internal sense is destitute 
of Samddhi or meditation; ‘ upasamhrita-samacllmyah,’ those by whom 
samddhi or deep meditation has been consummated, that is, carried to 
fruition, in whom are produced the various siddhis , perfections or attain¬ 
ments which are the fruit of samadlii or deep meditation ;—such united 
yogins attain perception of souls and other substances. Such is the sense 
to be gathered from the aphorism. In fine, in the perception of the yogin 
who is in course of union, there is need for dhyana, thought or contem¬ 
plation, while in the perception of the yogin who is united, there is no 
need of samddhi or meditation involving thought or contemplation. 

A T ote .—According to the vivrili, the word 4 asamdhita-antahkaranah ’ would seem 
not to have syntactical connection in the aphorism. The classification of yogins , made 
by Jayandrayctna , is, therefore, so far unsatisfactory. 

The Yogins perception of Substance, Attribute and Action, 
popularly explained. 


n s. i \ \ w ii 

Tat-samavaySt, from combination with that, i.e, substance, 
karmma-gunesu, in respect of actions and attributes 

14. (Perception) of Actions and Attributes (arises) 
from (their) combination with Substance.—340. 


UpatMra .—It may be objected: In them (i.e., substances, etc.) cognition (of the 
Yogins) is not mental, inasmuch as the mind is not self-dependent outside its sphere. 
Nor is it a product of the external senses; for, they apprehend objects present as being 
connected with them, depend upon the development of colour, etc., as the case may he, to 
the degree of perceptibility, and particularly depend also upon light, etc. 

In anticipation of this objection, he proves ‘proximity ’ (i.e., the medium of cognition) 
in the case of certain predicables, and says : 

“Perceptual cognition is produced’’—this is the complement (of 
the aph orism.) If the. elemental senses is dependent upon; some pre- 
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sentation or contiguity (of objects to them for the apprehension of tliose 
objects by them), then from the combination in that which is in conjunc¬ 
tion with the mind of the perceiver, of attributes and genera combined or 
inhering in the ultimate atoms, ether, space and time, and from com¬ 
bination in other substances, of that which is conjoint with sterile minds 
through the various conjunction of sterile minds, favourably directed 
towards the experience of mortal coils, cognition is produced in respect 
of those substances, attributes, etc. This is declared here, regard being 
had to, or in view' of, easy demonstration. In fact, in the case of the 
external senses as well as of the mind, it is the virtue or power born of 
yoga that constitutes the ‘ proximity ’ or presentation to the senses, 
inasmuch as all uncertainty or impossibility of proof is set at rest by it 
alone. The drinking up of the ocean by Agastya (the sage), and the 
conversion of the kingdom of Daydaka into a forest are examples in 
point.—14. 

Vivriti. —It may be urged that omniscience is not possible or proved 
in the Yogin, for though there be perception of substances, there is no 
such cognition of attributes, etc. Accordingly he says : 

The meaning is that from combination of ‘ that, ’ i.e., conjunction 
of mind facilitated by the power or virtue born of Yoga or holy com¬ 
munion, there is produced in the Yogin, whether united or in course of 
union, perception of attributes and actions. 

* * * The term ‘ of actions and attributes ’ is indicative, and 

genus, etc., also are to be understood. In a like manner, should be 
understood perception produced from super-ordinary or hyper-physical 
presentation or contiguity in the form of Sdm/inya-laksana or general im¬ 
plication, and jndna-lak.^ana or implication of cognition. 

The Yogins perceive the attributes of their own souls in the popular way. 

Atma-Samavayat, from combination in the soul. 

Atma Gunesu, in respect of the attributes of the soul. 

15. (Perceptual cognition) of the attributes of the 
Soul (results) from (their) combination in the Soul.—341. 

Upaskcira.—Is it then, it may be asked, combination with that which is conjoint 
with some other substance, that constitutes the presentation or ‘ proximity ’ to the mind* 
even in the case of one’s own understanding, etc. ? He replies, No : 

“ Perceptual cognition of the yogins is produced ”—this is the topic. 
Perceptual cognition of understanding, etc., combined in the soul are, 
on the other hand, produced simply from combination in the conjoint, 
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(i.0., the soul which is conjoint with the mind), as it is with ourselves 
and others. 1 he meaning, therefore, is that in such cognition there is 
no dependence upon any other form of contiguity or presentation. Now, 
ordinary or popular perception is cognition, which is never changing, 
produced from the contact of the senses and objects. It may be said to be 
produced by objects. The sensuous or immediate cognition of non- 
yogins is perception. And this is common to ordinary or popular and to 
super-ordinary or hyper-popular cognitions.—15. 

Here ends the first chapter in the ninth book of the Commentary 
of Safikara on the Vailedka Aphorisms. 
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vaiSesika philosophy. 





Book Ninth.—Chapter Second. 

Marks of inference enumerated. 

?»>n4 wrerfv 

II «. i =* i ? II 

Asya, of this, ft? I dam, it. Kdryyam, effect, K&ranam, 

cause, Satnyogi, conjunct. f%crf^T Virodhi, contradictory, Sama- 

vayi, combined. Clia, or. ff% lti, such. 5 >r^«|. Laingikam, produced by the 
mark of inference, mediate. 

1. “ It is the effect or cause of, conjunct with, con¬ 

tradictory to, or combined in, this,” — such is (cognition) 
produced by the mark of inference.—342. 

Upaakam .—*Thus in the preceding* chapter the perception of yogins and non-yogins 
has been determined according to its cause, its nature, and its characteristic. Of the 
two kinds into which pramd ici or proof has been divided, viz. y perceptual \ or sensuous and 
inferential or produced by marks, he now commences to determine that which is produced 
by means of marks : 

‘Cognition’ — this is the topic in hand. ‘ Laiftgikam ’ means pro¬ 
duced from Uhgavi or mark. Lifigam is a property of the pak$a, possess¬ 
ing vyapti, pervasion or invariable concomitance with the major term. 
Therein vydpti has been already declared. ( Vide Ilf. i. 14, supra.) 
One thing is pak$a in relation to another, when there is in the former 
non-existence of proof or evidence repugnant to the desire for proving the 
latter. Such evidence includes proof and disproof, or is demonstrative 
as well as obstructive, for a pak$a or minor term is that which contains 
non-existence of both of them. For, there existing either demonstrative 
or obstructive evidence, no one feels doubt or desire of demonstration. 
It is for this reason that the ancients defined the paksa to be an object 
wherein the existence of the sddhya, that which has to be established, 
the major term, is doubtful, or an object wherein the existence of the 
sddhya, is desired to be demonstrated. According to Jivanatha Misra, 
a pakqa is that in which there is non-existence determined by the being 
evidence preventive of the appearance of doubt terminable by the ascer¬ 
tainment of the possession of producible sddhya. Some others say that 
that is a pa/tja. in which there is non-existence of demonstrative evidence 
accompanied with absence of desire of proof. In this view, the nature 
of the pak$a will exist even in the case of obstruction (i.e., even where 
obstructive evidence, in other words, evidence which disproves the 
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existence of the major term in the minor, exists.) This then may be 
seen in the Anumdna-Maydkha. 

It then becomes apparent that the property or characteristic of this 
pak$a is the lihga or mark of inference. And the cognition, in the form 
of a presentative state of consciousness, which the mark, whether it be a 
visible, an inferred, or a heard one, produces, is ‘laiftgikam ’ or that 
which is produced from a mark. Accordingly it has been said, 


That mark is the medium of inference, which is connected with that 
which is to be inferred, is known to exist in that which is accompanied 
with that which is to be inferred, and does not exist at all where that does 
not exist. 

It is, therefore, the mark which is the instrument of inferential cog¬ 
nition, and not its pardmar'sa, subsumption, inasmuch as subsumption, 
being destitute of function, lacks causality, whereas it is the same that 
is the function of the mark. 

Objection .—How can there be illation or inferential cognition, where 
the smoke, etc. (i.e., marks) are either past or future ? 

Answer .—This is not a valid objection, as in this case the sddhya or 
that which is to be proved, is also inferred as past or future. 

* 

Objection .—How can there be illation where, in consequence of 
an impediment in the case, it is not ascertained whether the smoke, etc., 
be past, future or present? 

Answer .—There can be by no means, since in such an instance 
there is uncertainty also as to the sddhya , that which is to be proved. 

Objection .—How can an illation take place where there is certainty 
as to the existence (of the mark) on a previous and a following day, and 
uncertainty as to the intermediate day? 

Answer. —In such a case, the inferential cognition results from the 
inference of fire, etc., limited to those days, by means of smoke, etc., limit¬ 
ed to those days, such having been ascertained to be the causuality of 
vydpti, pervasion or the universal concomitance of the major and minor 
terms, (in the process of inference.! 

Objection .—How does inferential cognition arise from a cloud of 
dust mistaken for smoke ? 

Answer .—It is because that which is understood to be pervaded (i.e. 
the cloud of dust, supposed to be smoke, and therefore pervaded by fire}, 
is the mark (of inference), and because the inference is correct or incorrect 







VAISESTKA PHILOSOPHY. 


Sl 


icording to the correctness or incorrectness of such understanding ; else 
how should your own paramarha or subsumption be the instrument (of 
inferential cognition) in such a case? 

Objection .—In the case of a supersensible mark, paramarsa or sub¬ 
sumption not being producible thereby, how can the mark have the 
function (of being the means of inference) ? 

Answer. —Such function is effected by there being a practical or 
saving argument demonstrative of its existence (or of its relation to the 
major and minor terms); for, otherwise, the function of combination in 
the case of hearing, etc., would not be possible. 

Inference results from a mark which is an effect, as the inference of 
fire, etc., from smoke, light, etc. ; also from (a mark which is) a cause, as 
the inference of sound by a deaf man from a particular conjunction of the 
drum and the drumstick, or the inference of dharma or merit, heaven, 
etc., by a pious man from the due performance of sacrifice, ablution, etc., 
or the inference of rain from the due performance of fearw or Sacrifice 
for rain, or the inference of the efflux of water from a channel which 
men are digging out from a river, etc., full of water, or the inference of the 
rising of a stream from the observation of rain overhead. This is, then, 
a single connection, characterised as the relation of effect and cause, 
which has been stated in two ways. Inference from a conjunct object is 
3 ueh as the inference of the sense-organ of the skin from the observation 
of the physical organism which is in conjunction with it. Inference from 
a contradictory or repugnant object is such as the inference of an ichneu¬ 
mon concealed by bushes, etc., from the observation of an excited snake 
which is its natural antagonist. Inference from a combined object is 
such as the inference of fire connected with water by means of the 
warmth of the water.—1. 

Viviriti —* • * * Cognition by means of marks is of three kinds, 
according as it contains a cause, or an effect, or a co-existent thing as 
the mark, and is called pilrva-vat , sesa-vat , or samanyato-dri$tam. Pilr¬ 
va-vat means that which contains as the mark the antecedent, that is, the 
cause. Seja-vat means that which contains as the mark the consequent, 
that is, the effect. Samanyato-dristam means that which contains as 
the mark something other than a cause or an effect. The author explains 
these forms of inference, which have been also explained in the aphorisms of 
Qautama ( i.ethe Nydya-Subram). 1 Asya idam karyyatn’ : * Asya,’ of this, 
i.e. y of the sadhya or that which is to be proved, ‘ idam,’ this, the sddhana 
or that which will prove the sadhya , is ‘ karyyam i.e. y the effect—where 
such usage arises, there it is the case of inference by means of an effect afe 




XANADA S&TRAS IX 2-2. 




inferential mark, e.g., the inference of fire and the like, by the mark of 
the smoke and the like ‘Asya idam kai’anam’: that is, inference of which 
the mark is a cause is as, e.g., the inference of a shower by means of a 
particular ascent of clouds. Sdmdnyato-dri^tam or that which appears 
in the form of that of which the inferential mark is something other than 
a cause or an effect, is manifold; as, for example, the inference of the iron 
ring as being in conjunction with the mortar and the like, by means of 
the mark of a particular pestle which is conjoint with the iron ring (at its 
end) ; so also is the inference of an ichneumon concealed behind bushes 
and the like, by the sight of a particular excited snake which is the enemy 
of the ichneumon ; and also the inference of fire and the like (as existing) 
in a frying pan and the like, by means of the hot touch combining in fire, 
in the form of the counter-opposite of combination favourable to fire. 

Inference and the Law of Cause and Effect, how reluted. 

wrh* iimnii 


Asya, its, to it ?? idain, it. Karyya-karana-sam- 

bandhah, (The suggestion or introduction of) the relation of effect and cause. 
•'T Cna, and, whereas. Avayavat, from a member of the argument or 

syllogism. Bhavati, arises. 

2. ‘ It is its ’ (—this cognition is sufficient to cause an 

illation to he made); whereas (the introduction of) the 
relation of effect and cause arises from a (particular) member 
(of the argument).—343. 

Upciskdra. —It may be objected that this enumeration (of marks) is inadequate, since 
it does not include the inference of the heaving of the ocean from the rising of the moon, 
of the rise of Canopus (a bright star in the southern constellation Argo navis) from 
the tranquillity or clearness of the waters, of the rising of the moon from the expansion 
of the Nymphsea, of the setting of the fourteen lunar mansions or nak$atras from the 
rising of the other fourteen, of colour from taste, or of a particular taste from a particular 
colour. 


In anticipation of this objection, he says: 

‘It is its’—this much only becomes the instrument of illation. 
‘ Asya,’ i.e., of the means of illation, e.g., smoke, etc., ‘idaip,’ i.e., (it is) 
that which is to be established, e.g., fire, etc. ; or, ‘asya,’ i.e., of the 
pervader, e.g., fire, etc., ‘idam,’ i.e., (it is) that which can be pervaded, 
e.g., smoke, etc. It is, therefore, only the apprehension of the being that 
which can be pervaded, that governs (the process of illation), and not 
also live relation of effect and cause, etc. Lest it might be objected that 
the enumeration (of marks of inference) in the preceding aphorism is 
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consequently futile, he adds ‘ the relation of effect and cause.’ Other 
relations tie., of the conjunct, the contradictory, and the combined), 
mentioned above, are also hereby implied. In the word * relation, there 
is the tropical suggestion of that in which relation is the thing contained. 
‘ Relation ’ accordingly means the introduction or talk of relation. Whence 
does the introduction or talk of relation arise? He gives the reply by 
saying ' avayavat,’ i.e., from a part or member (of the argument), that is to 
say, only from the udaharana or example or illustration. The fifth case¬ 
ending or the ablative inflection (in ‘avayavat ) bears the sense of the 
infinite. The meaning, therefore, is that, in this Darsana or philosophy 
as well as in the Samkhya and other Darsanas, the introduction of the 
relation of effect and cause, etc.., has been made in conformity with, or 
regard being had to, the uddharam or illustration. 


Thus, then, vydpyatm, the being that which can be pervaded (as the 
mark, by that of which it is the mark) denotes the possession of a natural 
connection, the natural being that which is not accidental or adventitious. 
This quality of being non-accidental is known simply from its being ascer¬ 
tained that some perceptible objects do not pervade (or are not invariably 
concomitant with) that which is to be,proved (or that which is denoted by 
the major term), and from the certainty that others pervade the instrument 
of inference or inferential mark. Of supersensible objects established by 
proof, some are pervasive of both (that which is to be proved, and the 
instrument of inference), or non-pervasive of both, or pervasive only of the 
instrument of inference, or non-pervasive only of that which is to be proved. 
Amongst these, the quality of being non-accidental is to be ascertained, in 
the first case, from their being pervasive of the instrument of inference; 
in the second case, from their being non-pervasive of that which is to be 
proved ; and in the fourth case also, from their being pervasive of the 
instrument of inference. In the third case also, there being room for the 
further inquiry that while it is not possible or proved why that which 
pervades, should pervade only this much (i.e., the instrument of inference) 
and not more, how it is at the same time possible for that which does not 
pervade, to pervade even so much (i.e., the instrument of inference), and 
thus acquisition and preservation (or loss and gain) being counter-balanced, 
and from other considerations, the quality of being non-accidental should 
be adhered to. The attitude of mind that the demon of apprehension that 
some upddhi, accident, adjunct, or external condition, may exist in these 
cases, attacks all rules of conduct, prescriptive and prohibitive, should be 
rejected, inasmuch as there is possibility of certainty of non-accidental 
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The definitions eft upddhi and vyapti (pervasion) have been already 

stated. 

This inference is of two kinds, self-satisfying or logical, and other- 
satisfying or rhetorical. Therein inference for the sake of, or originating 
from, oneself, arises from the investigation by a person himself of vyapti, 
pervasion or universal concomitance of the major and middle terms, and 
pakzadharmata, the being a property or characteristic of the minor term or 
the existence of the middle in the minor term ; and inference for the sake 
of, or originating from, another, results from the knowledge of vyapti and 
pakgadharmata produced from an argument {nyaya, enunciated by another. 

A nyaya argument or syllogism is a proposition productive of verbal 
cognition which leads to the recognition or sub-sumption of the mark of 
illation in the third member of the syllogism. The members thereof are 
five; and membership here denotes the being, a proposition productive of 
verbal cognition, which again is productive of another verbal cognition lead¬ 
ing to the recognition or sub-sumption of the inferential mark in the third 
member. Such propositions are: pi'atijna, enunciation; hetu, mark or 
reason ; udaharaya , illustration ; upanaya, application, ratiocination, or 
deduction ; and nigamana, conclusion Of these the pratijna, enunciation, 
is a proposition which is a member of the argument or syllogism, conveying 
verbal cognition the object whereof is neither less nor greater than that 
of the inferential cognition desired; the hetu, mark or reason, is that 
member of the syllogism, ending with the ablative inflection, which is 
applied to the instrument of inference or the middle term under consi¬ 
deration ; the uddharaya, illustration, is that member of the syllogism 
which is declaratory or demonstrative of the inseparable existence of the 
given major and middle terms; the upanaya, application or deduction, 
is that member of the syllogism which establishes that the hetu which 
is so distinguished by the possession of inseparable existence, is a distin¬ 
guishing characteristic or content of the pakga, the subject of the conclu¬ 
sion, i.e., the minor term ; and the nigamana, conclusion, is that member 
of the syllogism which declares that the object denoted by the given 
major term is a distinguishing characteristic or content of the pakga. 
Thus the syllogism proceeds as follows: — 

Sound is non-eternal,— pratijna, 

Because it is an effect,— hetu, 

Whatever is an effect or producible is non-eternal,— uddharaya, 
It (sound) possesses effectness or producibility pervaded by non- 

eternality, — upanaya, 

Therefore, (it is) non-eternal,— nigamana. 







VAI&ESTKA PHILOSOPHY. 


*8L 


The significant appellations given by the Vai'sesiUas to these very 
members are pratijfta (enunciation of that which is to be proved), apade'sa 
(reason), nidarsana (instance), anusandhana (investigation), and pvatydm- 
naya (conclusion). In this connection, the mode of the application of vdda , 
theory or discourse, jalpa, disputation or demolition of the argument of the 
opponent and establishment of one’s own theory, and vitawla, controversion 
or only destructive criticism, and the characteristics of chliala, mis¬ 
construction, jati, futile or adverse reply, and nigraha-sthana, ground of 
defeat, i.e., misapplication or non-application of the argument advanced, 
may be sought in the Vddi-vinoda. —2. 

Inferential Cognition includes Verbal Cognition. 

niftr ars? arrcmrq. n <■ i =ti 3 u 

Etena, hereby. ^abdam verbal. Vyakhyitatp ex¬ 

plained. 

3. Hereby verbal (cognition is) explained.—344. 

Upctskara .—With the purpose of including other forms of proof into the inferential, he 
commences another topic. 


This cognition is ‘Sabdam’ (verbal), produced by the instrumentality 
of sound or word—this doctrine, maintained by the Nyaya school, is 
also, * vydkhyatam,’ explained, ‘ etena ’ (by this), by the characteristic of 
being inferential, that is to say, simply as being produced from marks 
(of inference.) As inferential cognition depends upon vyapti, pervasion, 
pak^adharmata, the existence of the middle in the minor term, and re¬ 
collection, so does verbal cognition also. Thus, e.g., “ These objects 
denoted by words, or meanings of words, are mutually connected, since 
they are represented in memory by words possessing expectancy for, or de¬ 
pendence upon, one another, etc., as are the meanings of words in ‘ Drive 
away the cow,’ Here it is by observing or apprehending the character¬ 
istic of being represented in, or called to, memory by a number of words 
possessing expectancy for, or dependence upon, one another, which 
characteristic is pervaded by the possession of mutual connection by 
these meanings of, or objects denoted by, those words, that one infers 
the possession of connection. What then is the use of the supposition 
of sound or word or language as a'fortn of proof ? 

Objection. —There can be no inference in cognition produced by 
words, inasmuch as such inference fails where the words are spoken 
by an untrustworthy person, e.g., that there are five fruits on the river 
bank. 
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Answer .—The objection does not arise, as the words must have 
the qualification of coming from the mouth of an dpt a or trustworthy 
person. For trustworthiness denotes the possession of knowledge of the 
meaning of the statement corresponding to objective reality within the 
reach of the meaning of the given statement, and not merely that a 
person is not a deceiver. 

Objection .—But this is hard to apprehend, prior to the intuition 
of the meaning of the statement. 


•Answer .—Not so, for even those who hold the theory of the autho¬ 
ritativeness of word or language, admit the apprehensibility of the quality 
of being spoken by a trustworthy person, which serves to differentiate 
fallible or false language. 

Objection —They depen l upon tint ( i.e., the quality of being 
spoken by a trustworthy person) for the apprehension of authoritative¬ 
ness, whereas verbal cognition is produced even without the apprehen¬ 
sion of that quality. But in your case the apprehension must be in 
accordance with the nature of the inferential mark; and that which is 
pervaded (i.e., the middle term), is qualified with the possession of the 
quality of being spoken by a trustworthy person. 

Answer. —The objection is not successful, since it is possible to 
have such general apprehension as “ It is here infallible.” 

Objection .—But the term ‘ here ’ ultimately means the same thing 
as the term ‘ the connection under consideration.’ So that to apprehend 
that (i.e., the quality of being spoken by a trustworthy person), previ¬ 
ously, is simply impossible. 

Ansiver .—It is not, in consequence of the possibility of ascertainment 
of the inferential mark by means of the possibility of ascertainment 
in a general way of the quality of being spoken by a trustworthy person, 
from the force of association with the topic and other circumstances. If 
even then discrepancy sometimes appears between them, the inferential 
process proceeds as by the property of smoke (.mistaken) in vapour, etc. 

Objection .—What is in this case the sddhya or the major term ? Is it 
that the meanings of words are in fact connected, or that their connec¬ 
tion is something possible ? It cannot be the first, as it is not the case 
with the statement of an untrustworthy person. Nor can it be the second, 
for, even though mere connectibilitv or coherence of words be proved, 
still inference cannot proceed unshaken, in consequence of the uncertainty 
of actual connection. Moreover, coherence being previously known as the 
qualification of the inferential mark, what is the use of inference ? 

6 
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Answer. This is not a valid objection, inasmuch as it is the gene¬ 
ral proposition or uniformity ■which is the scldhya or the thing to be 
pioved, and, as has been already stated, there can be no exception to it in 
consequence of the qualification by the characteristic of being spoken 
by a trustworthy person. 

Objection. Expectancy or interdependence of the words of a sen¬ 
tence is equivalent to antecedent non-existence in the hearer of the cogni¬ 
tion of connection (of the meanings of words) producible by it. It is only 
so long as it exists as such that it can be the inferential mark. The 
futility of inference (in verbal cognition), therefore, follows from this 
that in order to the cognition of expectancy, the cognition of connection 
must take place beforehand, and not at any other time. 

Answer.- Ibis is not the case, for we do not say that expectancy 
is merely antecedent non-existence of the cognition of connection. On the 
other hand, expectancy is distinguished with the possession of inseparable 
existence or universal agreement of what is presented to consciousness by 
the words heard and what is represented in memory, as it is from the cog¬ 
nition of this adjective element that the cognition of expectancy results. 

Objection. Let then inseparable existence itself constitute ex¬ 
pectancy. 

Answer .—By no means. For, “ The water of the river is pure, ” 
“ The buffalo grazes in the basin of the river ”—in these cases also it 
would entail the consciousness of the agreement or co-existence of the 
river and the basin by means of their inseparable existence. And in such 
instances as “ The water-lily is blue, ” even in the absence of inseparable 
existence of the water-lily and blueness, it would make the inseparable 
existence of the substance and attribute presented to consciousness by the 
words, possible. 

Or, it may be that expectancy is nothing but the desire to know 
or enquiry with reference to the object recalled by words, or that it is 
the complement of the connotation. Still the cognition of it is necessary, 
inasmuch as in a cause which is being known, there must appear diver¬ 
gence in characteristic from what is not a cause, appropriate to such 
cognition, as is the case with pervasion or universal concomitance. It is 
for the very same reason, whether connectibility or coherence of the words 
of a sentence mean the absence of certainty of non-agreement, or the non¬ 
existence of contradictory evidence, or the observation of agreement with 
similar other words, or that in the connection of the meaning of the one 
word (eg., fire.! with that, of another le.g., wets', there exists, as something 
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aiso:a condition. It may be that differences or peculiarities of connection 
of words result only from the peculiarities or differences of the words 
which are going to be connected; and the proof of the peculiarity or 
difference in this way, is not undesired. Or, the desired peculiarity may 
be proved by the characteristic of its so determining cognition, inasmuch 
as the inference takes place that these words, being a collection of words 
possessing expectancy, co-herence, and adjacency, are preceded by, or have 
for their antecedent, cognition of the connection of the ideas or meanings 
represented in memory, as is the case with the group of the words Drive 
away the cow. ” The opposition that the sadhya or thing to be proved 
is that these words have connection with the meanings recalled, and that 
that possession by words of connection with the meanings of those words, 
is impeded, is better left unnoticed. Nor is it the being expressive of, or 
the means of making known, connection, by being the inferential mark, 
that is the possession of connection by the words, since the mark not 
being proved to exist prior to the inference, there can be no apprehension 
or cognition of the pervasion thereof. 

Some say that expressive movement or gesture is anew form of proof*. 
To this it is replied : Gesture is of two kinds, conventional and non-con- 
ventional. Therein that which is conventional, calls back to mind the 
sound or word lying in'the understanding or intent or common consent, 
but does not also produce certain cognition of connection (between 
gesture and its significance), as letters do. It is sound or woi*d, rising up 
in memory, that is the means of proof here, and it 1ms been already 
declared that the characteristic of being a mark of illation belongs to 
sound or word. Nor is recollection of the word a collateral or secondary 
function of gesture, inasmuch as, in order to exercise such function, gesture 
would have to be uniformly present in all cases, whereas there takes 
place intuition of meanings from words even without the intervention of 
gesture. 


Objection .—This being so, how does the conduct of a deaf person 
come to depend "upon, or spring from, gesture? For, it is impossible for 
him to have knowledge of the convention in a given instance. 


Answer --The objection cannot prevail, for it is to be considered 
how he derives certain knowledge of the meaning or idea even, from 
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gesture, when it is impossible for him to grasp the sense or connection 
of the meaning or idea also. His conduct, again, springs from the appre¬ 
hension of inseparable existence (or serviceable associated habit\ in the 
same way as particular adaptations of conduct are possible in the case of 
the elephant and the horse in accordance with the pricks of thorns and 
strokes of sticks. 




On the other hand, non-conventional gesture,—that kind of it which, 
fuithei, is in agreement or association with action,—causes activity in the 
employee by reminding him of the intention of the employer, but does not 
produce sure cognition in any case. For example, as according to the 
instruction “ You should come, on the blowing of the conch-shell, ” the 
man turns up on hearing the blowing of the conch-shell, so a man strikes 
another at the proper time according to the pre-ordination “You should 
strike him when I shall raise my forefinger, ” but this does not prove 
anything. Non-conventional gesture, again, which is in agreement with 
cognition, is either prominent on its subjective side, as in “ By the rais¬ 
ing of the ten fingers, it should be understood by you that the number of 
coins, (or contortions of the limbs in ascetic posture), or of the Purayas is 
ten ; ” or it is prominent on its verb or predicate side, as in “You should 
come up, after seeing contraction of the hand.” Thus, by this form of 
gesture the meanings of words are no doubt recalled, but only severally 
or each independently of the rest; but their mutual association or con¬ 
currence also is not illuminated by it, as it is by nominatve, objective, and 
other case-endings which explain that inter-relation, inasmuch as in the 
case under consideration, invariable or constant components of gesture 
do not exist. 

Objection. —How do then activity and inactivity proceed from gesture 
in the absence of cognition of connection ? 

Answer. —You may take it that these follow from either the one or 
the other of doubt or uncertainty and pvatibha or inventive genius. 

Gesture also is, therefore, no proof.—3. 

Sound or word cannot produce cognition of its sense or meaning. 
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Heiub, reason. Apades^b, description. Sound, fgrjf Lingam, 

mark. SRPJJ Pram&nam, proof ^ir Karanam, instrument iti, these. 

An-artha-antaram, not different things. 


4. Reason, Description, Mark, Proof, Instrument— 
these are not antonyms.—345. 
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Upaskara .—It may bo asked, how sound (or word) could be a mark of illation, when 
its difference from the mark appears from its possessing the nature of an apadesct or a 
description. Anticipating this, he says : 

‘ Apade&ih’ means* sound (or word), according to its derivation that 
by it objects are referred to, i.e ., affirmed or described. And it is really a 
synonym of hebn, reason, and liriga , mark. ‘ Pramanam ’ means the instru¬ 
ment of true cognition in the manner of the inferential mark. In like 
manner, the word ‘ karanam * also is equivalent to the mark itself which 
is the instrument (karana) of inferential cognition. For the operation of 
karana or the instrument is two-fold : Some karana operates or exercises 
its function under or subject to contact or contiguity, and some karana 
exercises its function on the strength of inseparable existence. Sound 
(or word), on the contrary, has neither contact nor inseperable existence 
with the object or meaning ; hence, how can it lead to the object ? 

Objection. —It leads to the object with the help of arbitrament or 
according to direction. 

Answer. —It cannot do so, for arbitrament or direction is with 
reference to the meanings of words, and not to their connection. 

Objection.— There may be arbitrament or direction with reference 
to that also. 

Answer. —No, for that connection being of a manifold nature, it is im¬ 
possible that it could be the object of reference by arbitrament or direction. 

Objection. —But it is from the force of arbitrament or direction in 
the case of words and meanings that the meaning of a sentence also 
becomes manifest. 

Answer. —This is not the case, as there would be then over-extension 
or undue application of the principle, if something is brought forward or 
called up by arbitrament or direction with regard to something else. 

Objection. —Invariable antecedence or pervasion of connection in this 
case will be that of connection as recalled by sound. 

A nswer. —If it be so, then, by that admission, inference itself finds 
admittance on the strength of invariable antecedence or pervasion. 
Arbitrament or direction also, if it implied mere intention or desire, would 
be unduly applied or too wide. 

Objection .—But the desire of I^vara, God, cannot be said to be too 

wide. 

Answer. —Yes, it may be so, inasmuch as even in the absence of 
divine will, the words, river or Gafiga (Ganges), etc., suggest or call up the 
ideas of the bank, etc. 

This is enough of over-forwardness in a logician.—4. 
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Comparison , Presumption , Sub-sumption, Privation , awrf Tradition 
ore all included in Inference . 

II * i * I V. |) 

Asya, its. 5? Iclam, it. f|% Iti, such. This. fSWffgfTSiRj Buddhi- 
apeksitatvSt, because of the cognition or notion being needed. 

5. (Comparison, Presumption, Sub-sumption, Priva¬ 
tion,* and Tradition are all included in Inference by marks), 
because they depend, for their origin, upon the cognition, 
namely, “ It is its.”—346. 

Vpask&ra .—For the purpose of showing that comparison, etc., also, recognised by 
others (as so many independent means of proof) and which proceed on the strength of 
inseparable existence or universal concomitance, are merely different forms of inferential 
cognition, he says: 

The words “ of comparison, presumption, comprehension or sub¬ 
sumption and privation ” complete the aphorism. 'Asya/ol the pervader, 
‘idam’ (it is) the pervaded,—the cognition is in this form. They are depen¬ 
dent upon it, by tfhich it is depended upon as their orginator. ‘ Buddhi- 
apeksitatva’ means the state of being so dependent. In consequence of 
such dependence,—this is the meaning of the term, it being a relative 
compound formed similarly to dhita-agnil} (by whom fire has been 
deposited), or being formed with the affix ita (which signifies that some¬ 
thing, e.g., dependence upon the cognition, has been produced in the 
something else, e.g., comparison, etc.), according to the rule that it is 
applied to the words star, etc., (so that taraka 4- ita=tarakita— starry, 
heaven). 

Upamana , comparison ” or analogy, is in every respect nothing 
but anumana, or inference, by means of words. Now the sentence, “A 
gavanis or gayal looks like a cow,” is spoken by a forester in reply to the 
enquiry by a townsman, viz., “ What does a gayal look like to ? ” Here 
immediately after hearing the above sentence at a distant place, the towns¬ 
man determines the meaning of the name, gayal, on the strength of the 
community of substratum, namely, that which is like a cow is the object 
of reference by, or designate of, the word,gayal. Then when he goes to 
the forest and meets an animal body of that description, he recognises 
that that is that which is the designate of the word, gayal. 

Objection. —At the time of hearing the sentence at a distant place, 
the generic nature of the gayal, which is the condition or occasion of the 
recognition or application of the name, is not known. How then can 
there be such determination by, or application of, the name ? 
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Answer .—There can be such 'determination, as the cognition thereof 
(i.e. 9 of the generic nature) is possible by means of suggestion or meta¬ 
phorically. 


Objection .--But where is the room for suggestion, when in the 
sentence, “ A gayal looks like a cow,” there is no want of proof of the 
agreement or opposition of the subject and predicate ? 


Answer .—There is room for suggestion, inasmuch as complete equi¬ 
valence of the two terms still remains to be proved. For it is not proper 
to hold up before one, who desires to be enlightened in the matter, like¬ 
ness to a cow as the condition or occasion of partial application of the 
name. Therefore, it (the name) refers to a particular genus or class in its 
entirety. Hence arises the possibility of suggestion. Or, the word, gayal, 
is denotative of the animal, gayal, being applied thereto by the elect, and 
there existing no other application of it. Other applications being 
non-existent, whatever word is applied by the elect to a certain object, 
the same is denotative of that, as the word, cow, is of the cow. It is from 
this inference that the application of the name, gayal, comes to be deter¬ 
mined. 


And the reasoning which you may set forth as being auxiliary to 
vpamana , comparison, w r ould better go with anumana , inference, which 
has been established as a method of proof. What is the use of upamdna 
which, as a method of proof, is yet to be supposed ? 

More detailed consideration on this subject may be sought in the 
Anumana-Mayuklia . 

Arthdpattiy Presumption or Explanation, also is nothing but infer¬ 
ence. Thus, (1) presumption from the observed, arises where by means of 
the non-existences of Chaitra who is living, in the house, ascertained by 
stronger evidence, (e rj., perception), his existence outside it is presumed. 
Here the cognition of Chaitra’s existence outside the house is wholly depen¬ 
dent upon the ascertainment of the relation of the pervaded and the pervader 
between the demonstrable and the demonstrator. For, as a matter of fact, 
the non-existence of a living person in the house is accompanied with his 
existence outside it, or there arises the cognition that the non-existence of a 
living person in the house is impossible without his existence outside it. 
In the first case, there is apprehension of positive pervasion or concomit¬ 
ance, and, in the last, of negative pervasion. 

Objection .—Pervasion does exist, but the apprehension thereof does 
not here take place. 
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Answer. —Were this the case, then, in the absence of the apprehen¬ 
sion of pervasion, there would be no scope or occasion for the manifesta¬ 
tion of presumption, and there would consequently be supposition of only 
that which, as an entity, would demonstrate pervasion existing in its proper 
form or as such. This is the direction or point. 

The inclusion of presumption due to the instrumentality of doubt or 
uncertainty as well as of that due to the instrumentality of contradiction 
or contrast or opposition, in inference, should be also understood or infer¬ 
red ; for, contrast o# opposition, characterised as uniformity of non-co- 
existence, also is constituted by pervasion or (negative) concomitance. 

(2) Presumption from what is heard, is also inference by means of the 
inferred. “ Deva-datta, who is stout, does not eat by day”—By this pro¬ 
position, stoutness is inferred, and, by means of that stoutness, there 
takes place inference of eating at night in this way that Deva-datta 
eats at night, because, as he does not eat by day, stoutness cannot 
otherwise appear in him. 

Sambhavci, Comprehension or Sub-sumption, also is merely a form of 
inference. For, the examples of it are : A drorja (a standard measure) 
does not exceed a khdri (one khari~ 4 drorias) ; an df}haka does not 
exceed a droya ( one drona—k ddhakas); a hundred does not exceed 
a thousand ; etc. Here a Ichari contains a droria, being constituted by 
it. One thing being constituted by another thing, the former is 
possessed of the latter by means of the latter, as a water-pot is pos¬ 
sessed of its components. Other instances should be similarly under¬ 
stood. That learning is probable in a Bralimatja (because Brahmanas as a 
class are learned), that valour is probable in a K§atriya (because Ksatriyas 
as a class are valiant), etc., on the other hand, do not at all become means 
of proof, inasmuch as they do not produce certainty. 

Abhdva, Non-existence or Privation, also is not a different form of evi¬ 
dence ; for, being similar to the inference of the cause by means of the 
efFect, the inference of the non-existence of the cause by means of the non¬ 
existence of the effect, is included within inference itself, as pervasion or 
universal concomitance is the ground of such inference by means of non¬ 
existence. 

The Bhattas (Prabhakara and other Mimdmsakas\ however, maintain 
that the evidence which causes the apprehension of non-existence in the 
ground, etc., (e.g., The water-pot does not exist on the ground), is called 
non-perception. Now, this evidence or proof is in some cases included in 
perception, and, in other cases, inference, inasmuch as non-existence is 
appreheuded by the eye, etc., themselves. For, it cannot be said that the 





senses are exhausted just in the apprehension of the substratum (of non¬ 
existence, e.g., the ground), since their function continues up to the 
apprehension of non-existence. 


Aitihya , Tradition, is a succession of sayings of which the authors are 
not known. Itiha —this collection of expletives appears in the narration 
of past events. The state of being such narration ©f past events is called 
aitihya , traditional saying. If it is not impeded in its meaning, then, 
coming under the class of verbal cognition, it is a mode of inference. For 
example, In this Banyan tree there dwells a Fafe.ja, There is a Gauri (a 
Buddhistic Spirit) in the madhUka tree, etc. Now, if the traditional sayings 
come from the mouth of trustworthy persons, then they are as has been 
already declared ; if they do not come from the mouth of trustworthy 
persons, then they are no evidence at all. 

Accordingly it is established that proof or evidence is of two kinds 
only, perception and inference.—5. 

Vivpiti—Sambhava or Probability is cognition dependent upon a 
plurality of concomitances; e.g ., learning is probable in a Brahmana ; a 
hundred is probably contained in a thousand. 

Note. —The construction put by Jayavdrdayav upon the word. 
Sarnbhava is explicitly rejected by Safikara Misra. In the lexicon Medim 
also we find that the meaning of the word is Adheyasya adhardnatirik - 
tatvcLm, i.e ., the state of what is contained not exceeding that which 
contains it, or, simply, the relation of the part not being greater than the 
whole. 

Reminiscence , hoio produced. 

’artTOTOT: II11 R I i II 

Atma manasoh, between the soul and the mind. 
Samyoga-vifSesat, from a particular conjunction. Samskar&t, from 

impression or retention or latency. ^ Cha, and. Smritih, Reminiscence. 

6. Reminiscence (results) from a particular conjunc¬ 
tion. between the Soul and the Mind and also from Impression 
or latency.—347. 

UpasMra .—Inferential cognition having been explained, he now begins another 
topic. 

“ Results”—Tliis is the complement of the aphorism. ‘ Samyoga- 
vifle^ah ’ means contact or contiguity such as reflection or meditation or 
inter-penetration, etc. From this as the non-combinative cause, in the 
soul as the combinative cause, * Smritih,’ (reminiscence), a particular kind 
7 
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of cognition or knowledge, i^ produced. He states the efficient cause by 
‘ Samskarat.’ By the word ‘cha ’ he implies past experience which too is 
operative here as the object recalled. Reminiscence or recollection imi¬ 
tates the correctness or incorrrectness of the previous experience, such 
alone being the recollection of him who has mistaken a rope for a snake 
and has consequently fled from it. It does not, moreover, follow that remi¬ 
niscence should take place at all times or continually, since it depends on 
the resuscitation of the mental impression. Accordingly it hasbeen said by 
the revered Prasastadeva , “ Reminiscence, caused by the inferential process 
("as in inferring fire from smoke there is recollection of the universal con¬ 
comitance of fire and smoke), desire, re-production (or suggestion of one 
idea by another), and aversion, and having for its content the past, among 
objects seen, heard, and otherwise experienced, (results) from a particular 
conjunction between the soul and the mind, due to the ,observation of a 
suggestive mark, voluntary attempt at recollection, etc., and from impres¬ 
sion or latency produced by intuitions constantly repeated and attended 
to with interest.” - 

The cognition of highly advanced sages, or their intellectual intuition 
has not been separately noticed by the author of the aphorisms. It is 
included within perception by Yogins or ascetics. In the treatise, called 
the Padartha-Pradesa , an account of it has been given, which is as follows : 
* Prescient or inventive cognition which is produced from conjunction 
between the soul and the mind, and also from a particular dharma , virtue 
or merit, independently of inferential marks, etc., iu advanced sages, the 
promulgators of the Vedas, in respect of objects, supersensible, or past, pre¬ 
sent, and future, or in respect of dharma , etc., as preserved in books,—that 
is called sagely cognition” This form of cognition at times arises 
in ordinary or wordly people also ; as when a young maiden says, “ My heart 
assures me my brother will depart to-morrow.”—6. 

Dream , how produced. 

: u i * i vs n 

fjqr, Tatha, so. (prsr: Svapnali, dreaming. 

7. So (also is) dreaming.—348. 

Upaslcdra .—Thus four-fold vidyd, or true cognition, or knowledge, having been 
explained, it now becomes proper to explain avidyd or false cognition or knowledge. 
Therein doubt or uncertainty and error have been incidentally ascertained before. For 
the purpose of ascertaining dreaming, he says : 

The meaning is that as reminiscence results from a particular con¬ 
junction between the soul and the mind, and from impression or latency, so 
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also does cognition in dreaming. Cognition in dreaming is the mental 
experience, through the channels of the senses, belonging to one, when 
one’s senses have ceased to be active and one’s mind is in a quiescent 
state. And this is of three kinds. It partly arises from acuteness of 
impression or facility of reprodnctiveness ; as in a man who, in love or in 
anger, thinks intently on some object, when he goes to sleep, in that state, 
cognition resembling perception, in the form, “This is the contest be¬ 
tween Karima and Arjuna ” (two heroes of the Maliabharata), is produced, 
through the influence of impression, reproductiveness or latency, produced 
by previous hearing of the Purckias, etc. It arises partly from derange¬ 
ment of the humours or affections of the body, viz., wind, bile, and phlegm. 
Therein, in consequence of disorder of the wind, one dreams of moving 
about in the sky, wandering about on the earth, fleeing with fear from 
tigers, etc., and the like ; under the influence of an unwholesome excess 
of the bile, one dreams of entering into fire, embracing flames of-fire, 
golden mountains, corruscations of flashing lightning, sudden extensive 
conflagrations, etc.; while, through predominance of phlegmatic derange¬ 
ment, one dreams of swimming upon the sea, immersions in rivers, sprink¬ 
lings with showers of rain, silver mountains, etc. Dreams appear also 
under the influence of adrifstam (the invisible after-effects of past acts) 
or deserts. These are cognitions, produced in one whose internal sense 
has been lulled to sleep or overpowered with sleep, in respect of th6’ 
experiences of the present or previous states of existence. Therein somnial 
cognition, signifying good, results from dharma or merit, and has for its 
object the riding upon elephants, ascending on mountains, acquisition of 
the royal umbrella, feasting upon pudding, interviews with the sovereign, 
and the like; whereas somnial cognition, signifying evil, arises from 
adharma or demerit, and has as its object unction with oil, falling into 
blind wells, riding upon camels, immersion in mire, the seeing of one’s 
own nuptials, and the like. 

The above three, only as jointly operating, have causality here (i.e., 
in the production of dreams). It should be further observed that this 
division of causes, is based on the predominance of one or another of the 
qualities of these causes in their effects.—7. 

Cognition accompanying dreaming, how produced. 

h s. t r i c u 

Svapna-antikam, that which intervenes in, or lies near to, or 
accompanies, dream. 

8. (So is) consciousness accompanying dreams.—349, 
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Upciskara .—It may bo objected: -The cognition which springs up in the midst of a 
dream, in the form of recollection of the very same object which is experienced in somnial 
cognition, does not xwssess the nature of dreaming, inasmuch as dreaming takes the 
form of perceptual experience. From what cause, then, does it arise ? 

To this he gives the reply : 

The word ‘so’ comes in from the preceding aphorism. The meaning, 
therefore, is that as dreaming, so also consciousness accompanying dream¬ 
ing arises from a particular conjunction between the soul and the 
mind and also from impression or retention. The difference between the 
two cases extends only thus far that somnial cognition results from impres¬ 
sion or retention produced by former experience, while consciousness 
accompanying dreaming results from impression or retention produced 
by experience arising at the very time (of dreaming.) It has been accord¬ 
ingly stated by Professor Prasastadeva, “Somnial cognition is merely 
recollection, inasmuch as it results from looking back upon past cognitions.” 
The writer of the vritti also says, “ Somnial cognition, its function being 
the illumination of experienced objects, is not a different thing from 
recollection.” 

Some teach that ‘ consciousness accompanying dreaming ’ is cognition 
amounting to certitude, in the midst of dreams, as, for example, “ I am in 
a state of lying on the bed,” etc.—8. 

Another cause of dreaming and of cognition in dreaming. 


II I * I 5- II 


Dharmat, from dharma or merit. ^ Cha, also. 

9. (Dreaming and consciousness accompanying dream¬ 
ing result) from dharma also.—350. 

TJpaaMra.—Ke adds another cause of dreaming and consciousness accompanying 
dreaming. 

The word ■ cha 9 is used with the purpose of adding adharma , demerit. 
This has been already explained.—9. 

Vivriti .—® * • 4|> Some think that this aphorism has been laid 

down for the purpose of showing that in some cases dreaming, etc., are also 
produced from dharma, etc., alone, even without the action of SamsMra or 
impression, and that the poetic observation of £riliarsa that the maid Sleep 
brings before the vision of man, through the all-pervading efficacy of 
adristavi, even objects which have not been observed before, accordingly 
becomes explained. • 





Indriya-dosat, from imperfection of the senses. 
Samskara-dosat, from imperfection of impression. ^ Clia, and. ggnf^sjf A-vidya, 
false knowledge. Incertitude. 

10. False knowledge (arises) from imperfection of 
the Senses and from imperfection of Impression.—351. 

U'pask'ira. —Now, referring to the series (of doubt, dream, incertitude) he says:_ 

The word ‘ A-vidya,’ though a general term, applies to incertitude, 
according to the context, doubt, dream, and incertitude having been men¬ 
tioned. Therein imperfection of the senses is inefficiency caused by pre¬ 
dominance of the bile, etc. Imperfection of impression is the being accom¬ 
panied with non-observation of distinctions; for under such non- 
observation, false cognition is produced.—10. 

Vivrili. —Understanding according to another mode is divided into 
two kinds, certitude arid incertitude. Of these, he. states the cause of 
incertitude. 

‘ Indriya-do§ah,’ is such as opthalmia, etc. ‘ Samsknra-dosah ’ is the 
being the effect of erroneous experience, etc. The word ‘ and ’ implies the 
addition of such imperfections as remoteness, etc., and also sub-sumptions 
of false marks or middle-terms, etc. The cause, then, of false knowledge 
or incertitude is imperfection ; and imperfection, as consisting of bilious- 
ness, remoteness, etc., is of diverse kinds. 

The characteristic of Avidya. 


M * i * i n u 

** Tat > that Avidya. false knowledge. 55^* Dusta-jfianam imperfect 
cognition. 


11. That ( i.e ., Avidya) is imperfect knowledge.—352. 

Upaskdra .—He states the characteristic or definition of uvidyd in general : 

‘ Tat >’ an indeclinable word, conveying the sense of a pronoun, 
alludes to avidya,. That, avidya, is ‘dustajnanani’, i.e., cognition which is 
unduly applied, cognition that a thing is what in fact it is not, in other 
words, cognition determined in the manner of a divergent object, and 
having the mode which does not reside in the object in question. Imperfec¬ 
tion consists also of cognition taking the form of uncertainty. Doubt 
therefore, even where there is only one alternative, is vicious, being identi¬ 
cal with non-assurance or non-ascertainment, 
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The four (forms of avidya), therefore, namely, Doubt, Error, Dream, 
and Regression or Indecision are included in this aphorism.—II. 


The characteristic of Vidy&. 

wgi ferr n i i ^ i ^ n 

Adustam, not imperfect. Free from imperfection. fSfajf Vidya, true 
knowledge. Vidyd. 

12. (Cognition), free from imperfection, is (called) 
Vidyd or scientific knowledge.—353. 

Upaskara.—( He declares what scientific cognition is :) 


The word “ Cognition ” comes in (from the preceding aphorism). 

Adu§tam means produced by organs of sense which are not inefficient or 
defective (in consequence of any derangement mentioned above). The 
meaning, therefore, is that vidyd is the experience of a tiling in its proper 
place, or the experience of a thing in the same manner in which another 
thing having a common substratum with the former is experienced, or 
experience of a thirfg not having the mode which does not reside in the 
thing in question. It is of two kinds, immediate or sensuous, and mediate 
or inferential.—12. 


Cognition by Sages and Siddhas, how produced, 

’STT’f Wf»l: II 5. I S I || 

Arsam, sagely. Of advanced sages. favSStft Siddha-dantanam, 
vision of the Perfected Ones. «r Cha, and. : Dharmmebhyah, from 

dharma or merits. 

13. Cognition of advanced sages, as also vision of 
the Perfected Ones, (results) from dharma or merits,—354. 

Upaskara.— It may be objected: The cognition (of objects beyond the reach of senses), 
by advanced sages, also appears in the very same form in which other cognitions, having 
a common substratum with the former, take place. It is again not produced by the senses, 
inasmuch as it cognizes objects which are not in contact with them. Nor is it produced 
by means of inferential marks, as it is produced in the absence of any investigation of*such 
marks. Hence it follows that there is a third form of proof (besides perception and infe¬ 
rence) which is the instrument of such cognition. 

In view of this objection, he says : 

‘ Arsjam ’ or sagely cognition is the cognition of sages such as Galava, 
etc., having for its object tilings past and yet to come. ‘ Siddha-darsfanani ’ 
means the vision by those who have attained success in the direction of • 
cognition apprehensive of objects remote as well as screened from view, by 
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means of mantra or incantation, herbs, eye-salve prepared from cocoon, etc. 
Both of them arise from dharma or merit, such that there is cognition of 
objects in their true light. The author of the Vritti observes that this 
cognition is not a different kind of vidyd or scientific knowledge, as it is 
included in Yotjic or ascetic perception. Sagely cognition is really the 
fourth kind of vidyd, and it occurs to sages as well as to worldly people. 
And it is simply a form of mental perception, being produced by the mind 
accompanied with inattention (to internal and external objects), or pro¬ 
duced by inferential marks such as faithful observances of the rules of 
conduct. The cognition of pervasion which is the ground of inference 
is here solely dependent upon or due to, Sartislfdra, or impression having its 
origin in a former state of existence (i.e., instinct), in the same way as is the 
pervasion or universal concomitance of sucking the breast and the cognition 
that this is the means of securing what is desired, (in the case of the ins¬ 
tinctive application of the baby to sucking the breast). 

The revered Professor Prasastadeva, however, says that 1 Siddha- 
darnfanam,’ cognition of the Perfected Ones, is not a different form of cogni¬ 
tion. His reasoning is as follows: If it is said that cognition, by the 
Perfected Ones, of objects remote and hidden from view, takes its rise from 
conditions brought about by means of eye-salve prepared from cocoon, 
and the like, then it is nothing but perception. If it be, on the other hand, 
cognition which apprehends objects belonging to the earth, the regioil 
lying between the earth and the vault of heaven, and the space beyond it, 
and which is dependent upon the conditions or inferential marks such as 
the movements, etc., of planets and the lunar mansions \nah%atras), then it 
is nothing but inferential cognition, inasmuch as pervasion, or universal 
concomitance of the thing to be inferred and the mark of inference, is deter¬ 
mined by the observation of such accompaniment.—13. 

Here ends the second chapter of the ninth book in the Commentary of 
Saftkara upon the Vaislesika Aphorisms. 
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Book Tenth—Chapter First. 



Pleasure and pain are two different things . 

H S+RSTC lft m^T: 

u \ \ i ^ 11 

Ista-anista-karana-vi^esat, in consequence of the differ- 
rence of causes, (in the forms of) desirables and undesirables. Virodli^t, 

on account of opposition. ^ Cha, and. fosj: Mithah, between them, towards 
each other, mutual, Sukha-duhkhayoh, between pleasure and pain. 

Artha-antara-bh&vah, relation of different objects. 

1. In consequence of the difference of (their) causes, 
in the form of desirables and undesirables, and on account 
of (their) mutual opposition, Pleasure and Pain stand in the 
relation of objects different from each other.—355. 


Upcisl(cira.—Tho purpose of the tenth book is the exposition of the differences of the 
attributes of the .soul according to their causes. Now, in the aphorism of Gautama , which 
enumerates or classifies the provables or objects of certitude, viz., “Soul, Body, Sense, 
Object, Understanding, Mind, Activity, Fault, Metempsychosis, Desert, Pain, and Emanci¬ 
pation are the provables” (Nyaya-^dtram, I. i. 9.), there being no mention of pleasure, the 
error may arise that pleasure is really not different from pain. With the purpose of 
dispelling this possible error, the author first of all points out the difference of pleasure 
and pain themselves. 


‘ Sukha-duhkhayoh,’ (between pleasure and pain, there exists') 
‘ mithah,’ mutual, ‘ artha-antara-hliavab,’distinction. Whence (does this 
distinction arise)? To it he replies, ‘ is-ta-anista-kfirana-virfesSt,’ i.e., in 
consequence of 1 vislesah,’ distinction or difference, of their causes which 
have, in the one case, the form of ‘istatn,’ desirable objects such as garlands, 
sandal-paste, women, etc., and, in the other case, the form of ‘ anistain,’ 
undesirable objects such as snakes, thorns, etc. For heterogeneity of 
effect necessarily depends upon heterogeneity of cause. He lays down 
another principle of distinction, viz., ‘ virodhat,’ on account of opposition 
characterised by non-dwelling together. For pleasure and pain are not 
experienced in one and the same soul at one and the same time. The 
word, * cha,’ and, brings forward the difference of the effects of pleasure 
and pain as a further means of distinguishing between them. Thus, 
graciousness, the embrace, clearness of the eyes, etc., are the effects of 
pleasure, while despondency, a sullied countenance, etc., are the effects 
of pain ; hence on this ground also pleasure and pain must differ from 
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other. Accordingly it has been stated by Profossor Prasasta-deva, 
“ Pleasure has the characteristic of agreeable feeling. In the presence of 
garlands and other desirable objects, from the contact of the senses and 
objects in the recognition of something desirable produced, and from con¬ 
junction of the soul and the mind dependent upon dharma or merit and 
the like, that which is produced and is the cause of complacence, embraces, 
and kindliness of the eyes, etc., is pleasure.” Now, in the case of gar¬ 
lands, sandal-paste, etc., enjoyed in the past, pleasure arises from snifiti, 
reminiscence, and in, the case of future objects, it arises from Sankalpa, 
desire or appetency or imagination. 

The non-enumeration of pleasure in the aphorism of Gautama is to 
promote indifference or dispassion, in other words, to teach that dispassion 
would arise in one who should account even pleasure as pain. ( Cf. Nydya- 
SAtram, IV. i. 58, The idea of pleasure takes 

place in an alternative form of pain).—1. 


Pleasure and Pain are not forms of cognition. 

%J: II 1 o I ? I s* II 

Samiaya-nirnaya-antara-abhava, non-inclusion in 
doubt and certainty, Cha, and. Jnana-antaratve, in the matter 

of being different from cognition. 33: Hetuh, reason, mark. 

2. And the non-inclusion (of Pleasure and Pain) 
in.Doubt or Certainty is the mark that they are other than 
cpgnition.—356. 

Upaskdra .—It may be urged : Let pleasure and pain be mutually distinct. But they 
may be non-diflerent from cognition, like recollection and perception or sensation. 

Accordingly he says: 

The meaning is that non-inclusion in doubt or certainty is the 
mark of inference that pleasure and pain are other than, ie., different 
from, cognition. The idea is this : Were pleasure or pain a kind of cog¬ 
nition, it would either have the form of doubt, or have the form of 
certainty. It cannot be the first, as the two alternatives (which must 
be present in doubt) do not exist; nor can it be the second, as the single 
alternative does not exist. And the species or parts being thus excluded, 
the genus or whole is necessarily excluded. I or the species of cognition 
are two only, the characteristic of doubt and the characteristic of certainty. 
And both of them are excluded from pleasure as well as from pain ; 
hence the characteristic of cognition also finds no place in them. 

8 
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The word, ‘ cha ’ and, adds on the exclusion of external sensation 
or perception. The perception of pleasure and pain is mental i.e. by 
the inner sense, in the form, “ I feel pleasure,” “ I feel pain whereas 
perception oE them does not take such shape or form as in “ I know,” 
“ I am doubtful,” “ I am certain.”—2. 

Vivriti .— ® e * Neither pleasure nor pain has the form in which 
two repugnant alternatives are present together, that it should be probable 
that they have the nature of doubt, nor has either possession of a given 
form together with absence of negation of that form, that it should be 
likely that they have the nature of certainty. The supposition of a 
third form of cognition is chimerical like the horn of a hare. Conse¬ 
quently neither pleasure nor pain can come under knowledge. 




Pleasure and Pain are not forms of cognition — continued. 



II 3 © \ \ I * II 


Tayoh, their, of doubt and certainty, fyfsqfar: Nispattih, pro¬ 
duction. Pratyaksa-laingikabhyAm, by means of perception 

and inference. 


3. The production thereof (i.e., of Doubt and Cer¬ 
tainty) is by means of perception and inference.—357. 

Upask&ra .—He lays down another principle of differentiation. 

‘Tayoh,’ of doubt and certainty, ‘nispattih,’ production, (is) from 
perception and from inferential marks. Neither pleasure nor pain is 
produced by the perceptive apparatus or by inferential marks. F or > 
pleasure is four-fold, being objective, subjective, imaginative or sympathe¬ 
tic, or habitual. Of these, the last three by no means possess the 
characteristic of taking their origin from the contact of the (outer) senses 
(with their objects). Should it be contended that the first is cognition, 
inasmuch as it is generated by contact of the senses and their objects, 
we reply that it is not so, for part only of the whole cause, (being the 
same), cannot entail homogeneity in the effect; else all and sundry effects 
would come to be homogeneous as having space and time as their common 
antecedents. Moreover (if pleasure were cognition), the pleasure which 
is not produced through contact of the senses and their objects, would 
be either non-discriminative or indefinite, or discriminative or definite. 
But it cannot be the first, for then it would be supersensible; nor can 
it be the second, inasmuch as it does not consist of a judgment respecting 
two objects in the relation of subject and predicate. Again, a pleasure 
and pain are necessarily accompanied with sensibility ; (were they forms 
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~ of cognition), there would be involved in the (consequent notion of a 
sensibility of cognition a regression to infinity. ‘ Laihgikaqi ’ (the 

adjective) means merely Mihgarp ’ (the noun), mark, as the word, objective, 
fmeans an object). 

The author of the Vritti, on the other hand, explains the aphorism 
thus, that the origin thereof, i.e., of cognition and pleasure, is explained, 
‘pratyak§a-laifigikabhyam,’ i.e., by the explanations of perceptual and 
inferential cognitions, that is to say, that whereas perceptual cognition 
is produced by the senses, and inferential by marks of illation, it is not 
so with pleasure, etc.—3. 

Vivritti. —It may be urged that as non-discriminative cognition is 
neither doubt nor certitude, so too may be pleasure and pain. Accord¬ 
ingly he says: 

The proof of pleasure and pain is furnished by perception and 
inference. In one’s own soul, pleasure and pain are proved by per¬ 
ception ; in other souls, pleasure is inferred by brightness of the eyes, 
etc., and pain by paleness of the face, eic. So that, had they the form 
of non-discriminative cognition, there could be no perception, nor could 
it be possible for them to be the subject of inference by such marks as 
brightness or paleness of the face, and the like. Hence, the import is, 
they are not included in cognition. 

Pleasure and Pain are not forms of cognition. — continued. 

u 30 i 3 i 9 ii 

spp; AbhOt, (it) was. Iti,*such modal distinction. Api, also. 

4. “(It) was”—such (modal distinction) also (estab¬ 

lishes the difference between pleasure or pain and cognition). 

—358. 

Upaskara.—lle points out the difference of pleasure, etc., from inferential cognition, 
depending upon a difference of their modes or forms of appearance. 

The word ‘ iti ’ indicates the form. The word ‘ api 5 implies another 
form, viz., “(It) will be.” Thus, in inferential cognition, e.g., “There 
was or will be fire in the mountain,” the modal distinction of the past, 
etc., is observed ; but pleasure or pain, produced under this form, has never 
been observed.—4. 

Vivriti. — * * 15 * Cognition is conversant about object^ past, 

future, and present. But of either pleasure or pain, no object whatever 
exists. Therefore, by the application of contradictory properties, viz., 
objectivity and non-objectivity, it follows that pleasure and pain are not 
identical with cognition. 
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Pleasure and Pain are not forms of cognition — continued. 


eftr ^ ii \ o i $ i V il 



*lf?r Sati, existing. Cha, also SRrcqfctfcrg: Karyya-adarianat, because 
of the non-observation of the effect. 


5. Also (Pleasure and Pain are not forms of cogni¬ 
tion), inasmuch as the effect, (pleasure or pain), is not ob¬ 
served, where (the antecedents of cognition) are present. 
—359. 

Upctskdra .—He brings forward a further ground of differentiation : 

Pleasure or pain is not merely perception or merely inferential cog¬ 
nition, since the effect, pleasure or pain, is not observed, where contact of 
the senses and objects exists, or where there is recognition of the universal 
concomitance (which is the ground of inference), of the mark of inference 
being a property of the minor term, etc. The meaning, therefore, is as 
follows; U has been already stated that pleasure and pain are not cognition 
in general, ( i,e ., non-discriminative cognition). Should they be cognition 
in particular (or discriminative cognition), they would be either perceptual 
cognition or cognition in the form of inference. (Pleasure and pain 
cannot be the former), inasmuch as there is (sometimes) no experience of 
the element of pleasure in the perception of garlands, sandal-paste, etc., 
during the contact of the senses and their objects ; nor can they be the 
latter, since there is (sometimes) no experience of the pleasurable or the 
painful, as the case may be, where there exists an inference respecting 
sandal-paste, etc., or an inference respecting fire, etc. In like manner, 
pleasure and pain being not (always) experienced in particular instances 
of perception or in particular instances of inference, they are also not 
those particulars of perception or inference.—5. 

Above continued : Causes of Pleasure and Pain . 


Hchl&ffla T fofi l W^a gswg. II >« I S IS. II 

Eka-artha-samavdyi-k&rana-antaresu, there existing 
other causes co-inherent in one and the same object, Dristatv&t, from 

the being observed. Because they are observed. 

6. (Pleasure and Pain are not forms of cognition), 
because they are observed, when there exist other causes 
co-inherent in one and the same object, (i.e., the soul). 
—360. 

Upcislcdra ,—He mentions another differentiating characteristic, 
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“ Of pleasure and pain ’’-—such is the complement (of the aphorism). 
In relation to pleasure, uncommon or specific causes co-inherent in one 
and the same object are dharma or merit, attachment to, or attraction for, 
pleasure, desire for the cause of pleasure, volition or striving to secure 
the material (cause) of pleasure, and cognition of garlands, sandal-paste, 
etc., while in relation to pain, they are adharma or demerit, and cogni¬ 
tion of thorns and other undesirable objects. The meaning is that 
(pleasure and pain differ from cognition), inasmuch as they are observed 
on the co-inherence of these causes in one and the same object. But cog¬ 
nition which is non-discriminative, does not at all stand in need of an 
uncommon cause co-inherent in the same object (with it). Discriminative 
cognition, of course, depends upon a cognition of predication or attribution 
(or judgment), but this is not another cause, that is, a cause heterogeneous 
to the cause of the cogiiition itself. Conjunction of the mind, as being a 
cause common (to pleasure and pain with cognition), does not require 
mention. Though reminiscence requires saijislcara, impression or repro¬ 
ductiveness, as its specific or uncommon cause, yet the difference there¬ 
from is quite obvious, as it is for this reason that the difference (of plea¬ 
sure and pain) has been investigated with reference only to cognition or 
perceptual experience. Although in inferential cognition there is depend¬ 
ence upon the recollection of pervasion or universal concomitance, the 
cognition that the mark is a property of the minor term, etc., yet it is 
thrown overboard by the very word ‘ antara,’ other, (in the aphorism). 
I he probative sense (of the aphorism) is, therefore, that pleasure and pain 
are different from cognition, inasmuch as they are the products of uncom¬ 
mon or particular causes of their own kind, co-existing in the same subs¬ 
tratum with them, as is the case with reminiscence, and with the first 
sound (in a series of sounds).—6. 


An objection answered. 

u i i i vs ti 

Eka-dei$e,; in the part. Iti, such. This. Ekasmin, in 

one (body), fin: f$irah, the head. $$ Pristham, the back. 33* Udaram, the 
stomach. Marmmani, the vitals, Tat-viiesah, their distinctions. 

Tat-vi^esebhyah, from the distinctions of their causes. 

7. The head, the hack, the stomach, the vitals are 
in the parts of one and the same (body); this their difference 
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from the differences thereof ( i. e., of their causes). 


-361. 

Upaskarci ,—It may be objected : If the difference of pleasure and pain from cognition 
depend on the difference of their causes, and if the difference of pleasure and pain from 
each other be ju 3 t like the mutual difference between a pillar and a water-pot, etc., then 
there can be no mutual difference between the body and its parts, such as the head, the 
feet, the back, the stomach, etc., there being, in regard to these, no difference in their 
causes, whether they bo the ultimate atoms, binary atomic aggregates, etc., or blood and 
semen. 

To meet this objection, he says : 

1 Eka-deifa iti ’ means, in the part. ‘ Ekasmin ’ means in the body. 

‘ Sirah ’—this is one part; ‘ udaratn ‘ prietham and. ‘ marmmani,’ 
i.e., the sinews, etc.; their ‘vitfesah’, difference in kind, (results) 

‘ tat-vhfesebh/ahfrom the difference in kind of their causes. There, 
again, (i.e., in the case of the heterogeneity of the causes), heterogeneity 
results only from the heterogeneity of the causes (of those causes); 
for, the combinative causes of the stomach, the back, etc., also are 
not just of the same kind as that of the head ; just as the hetero¬ 
geneity of a piece of cloth, a water-pot, etc., results from the hetero¬ 
geneity of threads, potsherds, and other material causes ; heterogeneity 
being possible in them also, the heterogeneity of threads, potsherds, etc., 
also, results from the heterogeneity of fibres, dust, etc. Heterogeneity 
is, in like manner, to be sought in the successive material causes; for, 
while the ultimate atoms may be common, the heterogeneity of the 
respective material causes universally gives rise to heterogeneity (in^ 
their respective effects^ ; wheras homogeneity of the material causes, con¬ 
stituted by their substanceness, does not cause such heterogeneity. This 


is the point.—7. 

Here ends the first chapter of the tenth book in the Commentary 


of Safikara upon the Vaisesika Aphorisms. 


Book Tenth—Chapter Second. 

Substance is the only combinative cause. 

fafrT U $ o I VI $ II 

Karanam, cause. ?t% Iti. such, ys* Dravye, in substance. 
Karyya-sam'avayat, from the combination of effect. 

1. “ (It is the combinative) cause ”—such (intuition 

and usage), with regard to Substance, (arise) from the com¬ 
bination of. effect (in it).—362. 
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Upaskdra .—As a collateral topic, he now commences a special discrimination of the 
three causes : 


‘ KAranam ,’ that is, that it is the combinative cause ; ‘ iti such 
intuition and usage are to be observed, 4 dravye ,’ with regard to Substance. 
Why so ? He gives the reply 4 karyya-samav&yat,’ because effects, viz. y 
substance, attribute, and action, combine in it alone.—1. 

Vivpiti. — * ° * * The definition of a cause in general is that 
causality consists in constant antecedence, there existing at the same time 
voidness of failure to produce the effect (that is to say, in Mill’s phra¬ 
seology, causality consists in invariable and unconditional antecedence). * 
There are three kinds of causes, according to their division into the com¬ 
binative or material, non-combinative or fonnal, and instrumental or 
efficient. * * * 


Substance is efficient cause also. 

II I I * II 

Samyog&t, from conjunction, m Vd, or, and. 

2. And, through conjunction, (Substance becomes the 
efficient or conditional cause also).—363. 

Upaskara .—It may be asked : Do then substances possess only combinative causa¬ 
lity? 

So he says: Jk ' 

As combinative causality, so also efficient causality, belongs to the 
threads, in the production of a piece of cloth. Inasmuch as conjunction 
of the shuttle and the threads is also a cause of the cloth, the shuttle and 
the thread, are, mediately through that conjunction, also efficient cause of 
the cloth. The word ‘ v& ’ is used in a collective sense, inasmuch as, 
though the thread possesses combinative causality towards the conjuction 
of the shuttle and the thread, yet it possesses efficient causality towards 
the cloth, mediately through such conjunction. -2. 

Vivriti .—He says that combinative causality belongs to substances, 
not only because effects combine in them, but also because they are fields 
for the operation of non-combinative causes. 

‘Samyogat’ means because they are the support or substratum 
wherein takes place conjunction which is the non-combinative cause.* * 
Note .—Iv will be observed that Vivyi^i takes vd in a distributive sense. 
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Actions are non-combinative causes 

^rrwr hhm i j 4 1 < W i ftr n ?<> i * m it 

K&rane, in the cause. OTTOT3T*r Samavayat, from combination. 
^vHTfw Karmm&ni, actions. 

3. Through combination in the (combinative) cause, 
Actions (are non-combinative causes).—364. 

UpcisU&ra.— He explains what causality resides in Action: 

“Noil-combinative causes”—such is the complement (of the aphorism.) 
Non-combinative causality is causality combined or co-inherent in one and 
the same object connected with the relation of effect and cause. Such caus¬ 
ality results either from combination in the same object with the effect, or 
from combination in the same object with the cause. Of these the 
former is called, in the terminology of the Vaise^ikas, the slighter or minor, 
and the latter, the greater or major, proximity. If it be asked, by means 
of which proximity, then, actions possess non-combinative causality 
towards conjunction,' disjunction, and samskdra or impression ; it is here 
replied, ‘karane samavayat,’ (that it is) through combination in the 
combinative cause of conjunction, etc. The meaning, therefore, is that 
non-combinative causality is exercised by action in (the production of) 
conjunction, etc., by means of the minor proximity characterised as 
combination in the same object with the effect.—3. 

Certain Attributes are non-combinative causes , and occasionally 
efficient causes also . 

<raT ^ wijk i ’fowMmq f 11 i * i a n 

Tatha, so. ^ RQpe, in colour. Karana-eka-artha- 

samavayat, through combination in the same object with the cause, ■qr Cha, 
and, also. 

4. So also in Colour through combination in the 
same object with the cause.—365. 

UpasU&ra.— In anticipation of the question as to what kind of causality pertains 
to colour and other attributes residing in the (constituent) parts, in relation to the 
attributes of the wholes, he says : 

The expression ‘in colour’ indicates colour, taste, smell, touch, 
number, magnitude or quantity, separateness, gravity, fluidity, viscidity, 
etc. The term ‘so’ extends (the application of) non-combinative causality. 
‘K&rana-eka-artha-samavayat’: (This non-combinative causality of colour, 
etc.) originates the colour, etc., of the wholes, by means of the major 
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proximity (constituted) by 'their) combination in the same object with the 
whole, which is the combinative cause of the colour, etc., of that whole; 
as, for instance, the colour, etc., of the potsherds originate the colour, 
etc., in the water-pot, and similarly it should be observed in all other 
cases. The word ‘cha’ implies that occasionally colour, etc., possess 
efficient causality also.—4. 

Conjunction is a non-combinative cause. 

n t® i s i * u 

Karana-samavay&t, through combination in the cause. 
fri tpnr: Samyogah, conjunction. Patasya, of the cloth. 

5. Through combination in the (combinative) cause, 
Conjunction (is a non-combinative cause) of the cloth.-—366. 

Upaskfira.—Ke states that the minor proximity belongs to conjunction while it is 
$ non-combinative cause in the origination of substances: 

The meaning is that, through combination in the combinative cause, 
conjunction also is a non-combinative cause, in the production of effects 
such as a piece of cloth, etc., by means of the proximity characterised 
as combination in the same object with the effect. The word ‘cloth* 
indicates product substance as such. 

A certain author maintains that if, on the other hand, conjunction 
of part with part be also a non-combinativ© cause of a piece of cloth arid 
the like, then combination in the same object with the cause is also 
(a non-combinative cause).—5. 

Above continued . 

II H Hll 

eftKKWU U K&rana-karana-samavay&t, through combination in the 

cause of the cause. *®f Cha, and, also. 

6. And, through combination in the cause of the 
cause, (conjunction becomes a non-combinative cause by 
means of the major proximity) also.—367. 

Upaslcdra.'— He says that causality sometimes pertains to conjunction by means of 
the major proximity. 

The conjunction, technically termed prachaya, (loose) coalition, and 
residing in the constituent parts of a bale of cotton, originates magnitude 
in the bale of cotton. Here the proximity is constituted by combination 
in the same object with the cause. This is the meaning.—6. 

» 








VAISBSIKA PHTLOSOPHY. 


Efficient causes declared. 


tfgftSWN w (fachidL n \° 1 R I V3 II 

^T5=?^^rfj Sairiyukta-samavayAt, through combination in the conjunct. 

Agneh, of fire. Vaisesikam, distinctive attribute. 

7. The distinctive attribute of Fire, (i.e., heat), (be¬ 
comes an efficient cause), through combination in the con¬ 
junct.—368. 

Upaskdra, —Having thus ascertained causality determined by the combinative cause, 
he begins a new section for ascertaining efficient causality. 

‘ Vaitfejikarn,’ distinctive attribute, ‘agneh,’ of fire, in other word, 
heat, becomes an efficient cause in relation to the effects (colour, etc.) pro¬ 
duced by burning or baking, through combination (of colour, etc.) in the 
conjunct., (i.e., the water-pot placed in fire.) This is indicative ; in relation 
to cognition everything possesses efficient causality. Understanding, 
pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, volition, merit, demerit, and impression 
possess efficient causality only. It should be observed that this system or 
elaboration of thought has the purpose of establishing the mutual differen¬ 
ces of pleasure, etc.—7. 

Vivritti.--* ® ,!f i!l The general definition of an efficient cause is 
to he understood to be a cause other than the combinative and non- 
combi native causes. * * 6 0 


Observances produce adjistain as their fruit, on the authority 

of the Veda. 

?SHT ipfhfts 

ii »o s i c ii 

Drist&n&m, of acis observed or known to be productive of good. 
SeqiHHRr Drista-prayojananam, of acts the purpose of which has been 
taught. L>nsta-abh&ve, in the absence of visible or observed faults or 

defects, spqrrr: Prayogah, performance. Abhyudaydya, for the pro¬ 

duction of exaltation or adristam. 

8. The performance of acts of observed utility and 
of acts the purpose whereof has been taught (in the 
sacred writings), is for the production of adristam, (as these 
teachings are authoritative, being the word of God in whom) 
the defects found in ordinary speakers do not exist.—369. 

1/33(1 skava.— Now, in order to confirm the authoritativeness of the Vedas, he repeats 
the very same statement which has been made by him before : 

‘ Drihtanarn ’ means, of acts which have been proved to be useful by the 
evidence of experience, e.g., sacrifices, almsgivings, ablution, and the like. 
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‘Drista-prayojanannm’ means, of acts the purpose whereof has been taught. 
For, thus, in such precepts as “ He who desires heaven, shall perform 
sacrifice, ” “ He who desires heaven, shall offer oblation in the agnihotra 
sacrifice,” etc., the fruit or purpose is mentioned at once along with the 
injunction ; in some cases, the purpose is given out by way of a recommen¬ 
dation, as in “ The jntris or departed ancestors of him who studies during 9 
these nights, pour down upon, or send down to, him streams of clarified 
butter and streams of honey,” etc.; in other cases, the purpose is left to be 
imagined, as in “ He shall perform the Vih'ajit sacrifice, ’ etc., for, here the 
purpose is neither mentioned along with the injunction nor presented by 
way of a recommendation, and is, therefore, suppositional, and (it cannot be 


any thing but lieavenj, for heaven alone should be supposed as the purpose 
or fruit which is charming in itself. That being so, it does not stand to 
reason that these acts which so shortly come to their end, should have 
causality towards the production of fruits or results in the distant future. 
Hence, the meaning is, ‘ prayogah,’ the performance, of these acts, is 
‘abhudayaya,’ for the purpose of ap&rvam, that is, adritfam or deserts. 
It might be objected as follows: This would have been the case, 
were the authoritativeness of the Vedas a fact. But that is hard to 
maintain. For the authoritativeness of the Vedas as being eternally 
free from faults or defects in themselves, is not desired by you, ( i.e ., the 
Vaisesika), as it is by the Mimamsd school, inasmuch as you recognise 
them as the production of a person, and in that case, it is possible 
that mistake, absence of mind, intention to mislead, and other defects 
existed in the person. To this the reply is given by the phrase, ‘ drhta- 
abhAve ’ which means, there being non-existence of personal defects such as 
error, absence of mind, desire to mislead, and the like, which are found 
in other persons, namely, in ourselves and others; inasmuch as the 
Supreme Person, inferred whether as the Creator of the earth or as the 
Speaker of the Vedas, is presented to us entirely under the characteristic 
of freedom from faults or defects. So that His words can neither have 
no meaning, nor convey a contrary meaning, nor convey a useless meaning. 
It is only impurities caused by error, absence of mind, inefficiency of the 
senses, and the like, due to disorder or defectiveness of the elements con¬ 
stituting the physical organism, the external senses, and the mind, that 
may possibly vitiate speech. But they cannot possibly lurk in the word 
of Ttfvara. It has been accordingly declared: 

% Spat * fasFvt si 11 








--Being’influenced by 
may tell untruths. But these 
otherwise (than truthfully) ?—8 


VAI&ESIKA PHILOSOPHY 


Note—Cf. VI. ii. 1, supra. 


Vivrili .—Thus the Predicables have been ascertained, as also 
Resemblance and Difference. This Sdslra or System of Self-culture faci¬ 
litates manana, intellection or thinking about things, in them only whose 
chitta, or inner sense or mind, has been purified by the performance of 
acts, and not in them whose cMtta has not been so purified. Observances 
are productive of purity of chitta, as declared by such text of the Veda 
as “ They desire to know,” etc. The same has been mentioned before. He 
repeats it for further confirmation. 

® * * !i: ' Observances, *** when performed disinteres¬ 

tedly, do not produce elysian bliss, etc., as their fruit, but produce as their 
result purity of chitta or intellect, etc., according to the text of the of Veda, 
“They desire to know,” and the Smri.ti, “ When worldly attachment has, 
by observances, borne its fruits, knowledge is afterwards produced.” 


Authoritativeness of the Veda established. 


dsi.-sM i 'naiqg T wuuwfafa in • ivi s. u 


Tat-vach&nAt, from being the word of Him, God. 3rr3T3TO 
Amn&yasya, of the Vedas. SfRTTRl Pr&manyam, authoritativeness. Iti, 

finis , 

9. The authoritativeness of the Veda (follows) from 
its being the Word of God.—370. 

U pasha ra .—It may be urged : The Veda has been revealed by God,—it is here 
that there is conflict of opinions. 

Accordingly he says : 

‘ Tti ’ indicates the conclusion of the Sastra or system. The autliori- 
tativeness, ‘amnilyasya,’ of the Veda, (is derived), ‘ vachanat,’ from its 
being the composition, ‘ tena,’ by Jsvara. For, thus, we have already 
proved that the Vedas have a personal author, inasmuch as they are a 
collection of sentences or declarations. Nor can we and others possibly 
be the speakers of them, divided and sub-divided as they are in a thousand 
branches, for they treat of objects which transcend the senses, and beings 
of our nature cannot behold objects which transcend the senses. More¬ 
over, the Vedas must have been spoken by a trustworthy person, inasmuch 
■6s they are accepted by men of light and leading. That which is not 
spoken by a trustworthy person, is not accepted by men of light and 
leading, the Vedas are accepted by men of light and leading, therefore 
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they have been spoken by a trustworthy person. To be spoken by a trust¬ 
worthy person is to be declared by a self-governed or independent person ; 
and to be accepted by men of light and leading is to be believed in, and. 
acted upon, by persons attached to all the systems of thought. It has 
been stated before that non-appearance of the fruit or result, which 
occasionally happens, is due to defect or flaw in the act or performance, 
the agent, and the means or requisites. If it be denied that this is so, 
there being no recollection on the part of the agent; we reply that the 
denial has no value, it having, been already proved that there is recol¬ 
lection on the part of the agent. The composition thereof by Him is 
proved, inasmuch as they could be declared only by an independent person, 
while such independent power to declare the Vedas in their thousand 
branches is, as has been said, impossible for beings of our nature. More¬ 
over, since certitude must be the product of excellence or superiority, 
the certitude derived from the Vedas must also have excellence for its 
condition, and the excellence must in this case be pronounced to be only 
the speaker’s accurate knowledge of the true meaning of the sentences. 
The speaker of the Veda must, therefore, be one of that description, one 
who has immediate cognition of heaven, adri.?tam and like other objects ; 
and there is none such but Tslvara alone. This is well said.—9. 


Note. — Cf. I. i. 8, supru. 

The fortunate Safikara, who is the son of Bhavanatha by Bhavard, 
and who is devoted to the worship of $iva, has written this commentary 
on the Aphorisms of Kanada. 

Even though this production of mine may not find favour with 
others, nay, may be an object of ridicule with them, yet, (it is hoped), 
it will be adored a thousand times and over by my pupils, out of respect 
for their teacher. 


—+ — 


Here ends the second chapter of the tenth book in the commentary 
on the Vaislesika Aphorism by Sri iSafikara Misha, son of Mahamahop&- 
dhy&ya Bhavanatha Misha. 

And complete is also this treatise. 



• WHIST# 



iL 


APPENDIX A. 

Index of Aphorisms. 


N.B.—Words left out by some editors are shown within brackets. 

3T3rnT39 ... in. i. 6 

...vn. i i-i 

w&sarns* ssFHncrr: ...Vii. i. 16 
fodw^rrflcst'TnTnrr^... vi 1. i. 11 

to ^?n^r(% ...vn. i.8 ... 
foq€tog...vii. i. 10... 

snnf s^t^ir^qro: ...I i. 1 

f^rtn ...ix, ii* 12 ... ... ... , 

w^nm ...vi. ii. 12 
SHgawto gsqn, ...II. i- 11 

FRDr^rgrB^...n. i. 13 
*to *fcr frsto sitowT**... v. i. 4... 

* to5* ni gRrcnrgrt ...U. ii. 28 
*toito*l ...VJl, i. 18 ... 

^Prehtoi g^ftro rqi...vii. i. 5 
*torf^T^5FJW ; PITr^ ...IV. ii. 6 

5 v o^<^^rhn ...i- ii- D 

5HPpR^&3T storsns* ...vii. ii. 9 

^^rreto T tofrW ...T. ii. 6 
...III. i. 7 

*qd^rent tofafc wa'Rfcjjrft ...if. ii 6 ... 

W W ' \ W1^Mfeto ctoPTP <*> l £jKKWH T 5to - ... 
gVpfirfcTTR ...V, ii. 17 ... 

suit stor tores* .;.v. ii. 8 

w ^torw% ... v -“ 3 ... 


Page. 

.180 

107 

225 

226 
223 
158 
220 
223 

3 

324 

205 

65 

67 

147 

97 

227 

211 

160 

48 

151 

247 

45 

107 

82 

1S3 

178 

176 











MINIS 



( ii ) 

w 

' * ^Fmgr^imra ...v. ii. 11 

...in. i is 


ctar% 3T*ft sr rwt ^w<4ihi<^ ...vii. i. 4 
(**§) ...ii. ii. 5 ... 

sifasncrsr gq«ntr arfrT^fn^^R^ ...v. i. 

...II. ii- 30 

^J5f W t ^ *fcrreq ...IX. i. 9 
’sn-jf^srPr ...x. i. 4 ... ... ... 

^WcTPT SjfoftrSRT^WJ^ * fa^TcT H^WTRTf5?R 
STTS^reKrSiri ^IT^r ...VI. ii. 8 
3TO^T?^qT $cf Jnsr^tfafcT f$«l^iq....VlIl. ii. 1 ... 

...IV. i. 12... 

sefcT sF^Jp^r-g ...VIII. ii. 3 
^ra^fcTC ^ ...VI. ii. 7 

5^RF^irW'iTt^ ; -..HI i 8 ... 

^rfcj^iT ...IV. i. 5 

^ fag i fef q i ...VII. i. 21 
?Rj3tf<r gWl^: ...VI. ii. 6 
! ?rmrarr^...vi. ii. 9 ... 
W%^T^tfcr s 5TM«llI»TT^...VII. ii. 17 ... 

5T ...I i- 26 

^ ...IX. i. 13 ... 


...IX. ii. 5 ... 

...IX. ii. 2 

Wir fro *nrarrfa %% ...ix. ii. 1 

^mfafcT HRRTcJTR -xrzn% ...in. ii. 14 
^gfa r fc r g^Su^nv^ri 

...HI- ii- I 8 ••• ••• 

^faP< r Mird^wHift«R...ni- »• 9 
^W^irtTITfT ...V- i- 6 


inuMg<w > ?ftg s?nwcn ...vr. ii. 16 
nwHHtWw ar * ^j^in^OMiyaw giwm. ...ix i. 11 . 



Ml 

179 

• • • 

116 

• • • 

210 

• • • 

81 

0 0 9 

165 

Ml 

166 

• 0 • 

98 

Ml 

199 

• M 

295 

• • • 

329 

Ml 

203 

Ml 

283 

• f I 

155 

9 M 

284 

• # • 

203 

Ml 

108 

• • • 

148 

• 1 1 

228 

III 

203 

• • 4 

204 

Ml 

257 

• • « 

289 

Ml 

291 

• • • 

33 

• ♦ • 

300 

• • • 

316 

Ml 

307 

• • • 

304 

• 99 

132 

9 0 0 

139 

9 0 9 

132 

0 0 0 

167 

9 9 9 

207 

• 09 

298 




























Ml Hisr^ 



( iii ) 


*UWM3 ts ^fo? ...IX. ii. 6 ... 

...IX. i. 15 

^ *3$ ...V. i. 1 ... 

^ I^M<g<i lI ^ r WrT TT ^ ^^RT ^^ IT ^ ...VI. i. 5 
49cftf%qT T#S^ fM^ qT < ...V. ii. 15 

?n?*i^...rii. i. 18 

vrratsw^ (n*$r ...in. ii 1 

( SIT# ) ...II. ii. 14 

33x5 qnww ...IX, ii. 13 ... 

%$ 1^?7 feffn) ...II.' ii. 10 

i>3^nT#^T3aif«Rn ...IX. ii. 10 

ff^iT#i%W^?iT^#sq i Nr^€Er tgt ...Hi- i. 2 ... 

^R#Fq#tg: ...V. i. 16 

Vi 1 P » ^I T^ fafl W g t ra ra f*TO5 ^f:^TT«frrIWr^5 ... x. i. 1 

sr Oarasnra:) ...vii. ii. 26 ... 

5RRT ?ytUT. ...I II* i. 1 ... ... ... 

q-TO BTf 5 :^ SI^Kni TriRftT^r (eR#Rl) ...T. i. 7 
I3WU50T ?pnr: ...T-i. 13 
kqh<hK»M T ^ ...VII. i. 12 ... 

h fezft ...vii. ii. 6 ... 

arMR! ...VII. ii. 3 

hs^et f^TTi Hwftftr afedTOrfii&frfl?: ...x, i. 7 

mi$wi5nn > ...viT. i. 7 
H.<fc^oq^T Tgr ...II. ii. 23 

mrafosrHjpi (^fe^rniq^) ...l. i. 1 7 

...vu.li. 8 

JpBTT^T STT^rTT: ...V. ii. 22 
rdta ipjc% W% ^ fTR sqn^JTcn^ ...IV. i. 13 

f^l^cKlWTPl an%Mlc!rPf ...II. ii- 16 ... 

«3rlR IcMFlT S^IT^ITcTi ...VII. ii- 10 
anw<TH. ...IX. ii. 3 

Hcfa ’R^T^TH^ir^iran ...VI. i. 12 


... 235 

21 261 
... 331 

... 219 

... 95 

... -29 
... 330 

... 238 

... 187 

... 355 

... 89 

... 210 
... 249 

... 310 

... 196 





































( w ) 



3 TP s?T Tc» ...VTI, i. 17 ... 

qfa f gtranfcMlfoH sq^Irf: ...IX- i. 8 . . 

^wnaT KIPSM ...II. ii. 3 

rafter** ?! fira^ ...I. i. n 

...Vll. ii. 24 

src&ftn gftg tttt ^jcw^TmwrifiTRr ...vu, ii. 12 
aprr a rP M/rer n ...vn. i. 15 

gBT%¥TT^T^^ ^gr K ^ ...I. ii. 15 

fn^npjt ...U. i. 24 ... 

^n?njpig4^T: grassrf msm...vir. i. 6 
fr^rr?TT^r ...x. ii. 6 

^TC<B l ^c TO ...VII. ii. 22 ... 

TOWJ!TO ...Vll. i. & ... 

...IV. i. 3 

«Bff3gfaftr ^ gFTr ^ TH ff ^T^Trf ...X. ii. 1 ... 

^rOT^FJTr^ zviwzfm qmtahTOuijThq. ...I. i. 31 
<snT>i trenraTfifl r garn ...V. ii. 24 
...Hi- i. 4 

...I. ii. 1 

^ncwT?rrnq^r^ «RroafRHrcr 
5 t tg t K5wrsn^...viii. i. 11 

«n^«raw ...vu. i..25 

«KTTaR ^T55i ...V. ii. 26 

wraiTOl'Rtfilftl ...X. ii. 3 
^rrin ^rorarti...x. ii. 5 ... 
aSl lfe raTOW ...ill. i. 10 

s* firaft ...VII. ii. 7 

qi l fofafrfo aaft ...i. i. M ... .". 

. ..TI. ii. 13 

^n^Tsrr^kra sis^; *<rckaws«it ...II. i. 25 ... 

«w?3 ...HI. i. 5- ... 

ftra i TOTC ...It. i. 12 

..I. i. 15 ... 


fai<ltiU!^q^ TI ^N I ^ 5m^...TX. i. 1 ... 

gawafiil ?Fi^wmRrT^ * £rai* ...Vlu. i. 8 

g 1 wmrer st g?55 ...I. ii. 9 ... 



Pawe. 

• M 

226 

* t • 

294 

• « • 

80 


25 

« 9t 

266 

• • • 

255 

• • • 

225 

• • ♦ 

49 


74 

• • • 

212 

p • t 

335 

• • • 

265 

• • . 

222 


147 . 


332 

• • • 

36 

i • • 

188 

lt« 

105 

l## 

73 


36 

9 • • 

280 

• « 

231 

» » • 

189 

> • • 

334 

f • « 

335 

# # 

109 

1 • • 

237 

• • 

26 

# , 

88 

• • 

75 

• • 

106 

• • 

66 

s>7 

• • 

• # 

L / 

287 

• * 

278 

• • 

47 


L 
























WHlST/f 



( w ) 


3P®9IH~.. V 11- ii. J4 

'h+A^iit f>*A ... I.i. 24 

*pn^ *rraror\... n. ii- 25 

S aqttlFKH ...IV. ii. 3... 

«pn*gW: ...VM. ii. 25 
g^JTaitWafT ...V. ii. 25 ; VII. i. 24. ... 

g^sfa...VII. ii. 15 
^<r<4U*<iTdyill 4 IHI^rl^fll*^...I. i- 21) 

srgwaj ...VI. ii. 3 
*u(cl fa£ m n g ...VI. ii. 33 ... 

?T 3IFCT& 5T f^Fct ...II. i. 5 ... 

?Tt# ...II- i- 29; II. ii. 8 ; II. ii. 12 ; VII. ii. 28 

rTfjn: <jf>T2TT^ . 

r ...v. ii. 9 




cHTTFOT TRSTTSlcq^ ...VIII. i. 2 

rTr^WHlT flrflFT: ...Vi. ii. 15 
craTJpnTl ...1. i. 19 

5513 VlT^g^^rhH ...I. ii. 13 
f TO T cW^ FtT ...V. i- 4 

cFIT ...V. i. 12 

?r*ir ( srSFft ) st ...ll. ii. 
grqr 5 [an ? gr ^ ...ix. i. 12 

gr«rnr^^T stfjsi •• 

5TOT 9 «FF^...VII. ii. 2 ... 

cFTI STfcPl^i ...VI. i. 4 ... . 

cFITOTT^ ...IX- i- 7 - 

en*T ^ ^rr^T*km^PTT?r ...x. ii - 4 
?T«JT Hr^STHt sift: ...VI. i. 13 
?FTT ^gni: ...IX. ii. 7 

cr«rr nw«^Fira ^aA ...v. i. 2 

?r?f^n^n...ix. ii. u 

s fegrft ...vi. i. 

...VI. i. 9 ... 


11 . 


15 

VIII. ii. 6 


Page. 
... 270 

... 250 

... 32 

90 

... 158 

... 266 

188, 2.31 
... 250 

... 35 

... 200 
... 20ft 
... (275 

58 

77, 83, &7, 269 
IV. ii. 1 ... 156 

... 178 

... 159 

... 273 

... 301 

... 207 

... 30 

... 48 

... 166 
... 170 

... 89 

... 299 

... 285 

... 234 

... 191 

... 293 

... 334 

... 197 

... 320 

... 165 

... 323 

... 194 

... 195 





















( vi ) 

( ^ TgT ^ 3 5 n M I ^*0 ...T- i. 3; x. ii. 9. ... 

dfcd+4, • •*V- **• 2 

cT^TTWT ?ITr*l^ JTdfcf 5!*fr** ST ^PTi...V. ii. 16 

dSI W T fo>yW^s%fa ...II. i 31 
d^W'^T^J *PT { ...VII. i. 23 ... 

33*11% ...V- >i. 18 

...H i- 21 

rF*Klre*T3if ...VI- ii. 11 
d^lfd*>»tfd t Mdl^^ r WHH ...X. i. 3 ... 

d4HI<PltyW|....n- '• 17 ... 
h ' WiqwfiW tt ...HI. ii- 8 
5WI^^n^fe|fH...IV. i. 2 ... 

• ctr tjawS taE fr an**n% ...nr. n. 2. in. ii. 5 ... 

srei %T*; ...VI. i. 8 

...iv. i. 10 

g ^ T d, ...11 ii. 22 
*».V- i* 14 ... ... 

( rt) '3'^Udl .. .11. ii* 4 ... ... ... 

ctsreft %rfUdfft Dra**nra ...V. ii. 20 
( ) ^TOTO^,...-1I- i. 3 ... 

%*T 5C^T*TWiR>T5r3 *5T% &■ 'TOgTrTJ^ ...IV. i. 9 
siyS^ &^ arerggpift dwf&i<> p iPOT^wft r? sttamh ...ii. i. 7 
fiRm^tvjwq'rf^rf^R^TF? ...V. ii. 21 ... 
fs"f5^nn....vi. i. 7 
fl* =3 ^SSRf....!!. ii. 18 ... 

«w jrto* ...hi. ii. 11 

f^Tfssi^srdTdt ?swt% n^rnrdnR-;^^ ...vr. ii. 1 ... 
f^rart fsa^nrdTdt f^ntn% sr^ifaw^sr^ro ...X. ii. 8 ... 

gg re rra ...vn. i. is 

...VIU, ii- 2 

^qrit ar^SfcT TOStrjjqrlKTSSOS: vxsm ...111. ii. 12 

^rit * 1KH w£fc gg w ft (SBfTO) ...HI. ii- 15 
|4^1 ...V. ii. 4 ... ... ... 

(SpTJjns^PBJt) S^ai ...I. i. 18 

...V. ii. 19 

^sq^HB^^TS^frdT 5 3rIT ...I. ii. 8 
faaigqftT *) ^nrr^tmgyre^' ...T. i. 9 «, 



Page. 
...7, 338 
... 175 

... 182 
... 78 

... 230 

... 184 

... 73 

... 205 

... 328 

... 70 

... 132 

... 146 

126, 131 
... 194 

... 154 

95 

... 171 

... 81 
... 186 
... 57 

... 152 

... 59 

... 187 

... 194 

... 91 

... 135 

... 198 

... 336 
... 224 

... 283 

... 136 

... 138 

... 176 

... 30 

... 186 
... 46 

... 24 



: r 























Sfarsr grn;^* ’wfcef' =er ft&STaj ...I. ii. 5 



sn^T ^rnsiir^ ...II. i. 28 ; II. ii. 7 ; II. ii. 1 L 
2 & *rmr«m..j. i. 23 

j^rrmij^cira ... 1. i. 10 

( 3 nra«P 0 H) ...I. i. 16 

$<^«l*jtf^^..,VlII. i. 7 
sr^5 sttSt arr^ncn^... vi 11. i. 1 
g% q^M i tnW g fafam ...viii. ii. 4 ... 
g ^ er ft er^ raK iBT;...v 11 j. i. 10 

3 &TCJ srff^K*TT^...ir. ii. 33 
fesr^^T: TO: ^^^qm^rtTFTTSJ ... I. i. 25 
vnAPiRlM^n^ q^rsfrrt 

’aWOTstawftwit ...1. i. 4 

q rftfafl q ra ...IV. ii. 7 
srwm ...IX ii. 9 

^ * gsrct (sng:) ...n. i. 10 

«r wr^rac' fero^...u. u. 29 

...1. ii. 2 ... 

£m:...m.ii. 17 ... 

* sfai ?prw tT srofr ...r. i. 12 
H 5*mnf ...1. i. 21 



...V. ii. 5 


*lfaq^terT^rT^...II. ii. 24 

s£t %srercsrfarfcr: ...ix. 

S*g q fom^*H ...vn. i. 20 ... 

ftwiNnspq^...II. ii. 27 
ft^./VII. i. 19 

...II ii. 

5T%^^rftrfcT ( ?TTCT*T6T fel|fHj...l| i. 20 

...VII. ii. 16 ... 

fafefi*TT<nf ^urgrr^i: fafaar: ...v. ii. 23 

fMr^t^i*S% 4 !TPtf *rfer * ...VII. ii. 4 

...V. i. 10 

?T^Txi^gTne ^ ...v. i. 17 


















. rnsr^ 



( viii ) 


...v, ii. 6 

^tRT'TTwm^n^ y^^pira^raji wrw* ...v. ii. 1 
fireNTW^W' * fcr^w^...v. i. 8 

...II. i. 26 

Wq T TOft tt M<^IMl ' 3 Wjfrq^T? r « lt etllWtlt ...VII. ii. 23 

...n, i. 27 

girftftre srffcn ...Vi. i. 10 ... 

5«nT5R3%: ^rf^T jprRmSTgSI^T ... II. 

~ - * -..VII. i. 2 ... 


gf^n^rl^T ^T&7 f^TFOT *R (j^llflfi) ... 1 - 1 

frsn ^ ^ oinw^n ...v. ii. 12 ... 

sr?i^rsrfTngrR[. swresfcrc ...11 i. 19 
5T<jj^» 1 sremgnn f 1 wgregranqiq&^tcw?: *t £nr 3 f ... lv 11 

ST«mras^T^ ...11. ii. 34 

sjg^i^rn , 7?n : 3i^rT ; iT^nT i, i?n ! 5^Fi^ ...in. ii. 3 

*rc?r 1 

sr%^T f^rqT«lV. ...ill. i. 1 ... 

...III. i. 14 


X. o 


( AI Trt l^ T feffTfH) ...HI. ii. 4 
^f^cjogT ...VI- i- 1 

5 ^ 30^1 ^f^r; ...VI. i. 3 ... 

argras ^nri^f fer<fe^n...vi. i. 2 

; J , WT5^T^T53 , I^T...VI. ii. 4 

ii - 4 - 

qpqqtrcr ...ill. i. i2 
> 3 %T ...III. i- 13 

^ 4 ^ Tg ^vvjct , jto^t ifsrtt*! M'ffco ...viii. ii 

SP5T W^...VII. ii. 5 ... 

nftiuIHH ... V. i. 15 

' ...IV. i- 6 ... 

...IX- i- 5 

u%z[Tt *r<r STtST^mT^TlI^' fef‘ ?! ... 

^SWJof^&TCr.fafes 9 «I*fc ...T- i- 2 
sm& VR&R ...V. i. 13 
...II. ii- 19 


5.. 


III. ii. 6 



ii. 


Page. 

177 

175 

168 

75 
266 

76 
195 

1 79 

209 
17 
180 
71 
157 
100 
168 
126 
123 
104 
111 

127 

189 

191 

190 
201 

43 

110 

110 

285 

236 

171 

149 

290 

131 

5 

170 

92 






























( ix ) 


gtf foagw iffocf =sr j-reegF-u ...VI. ii. 5 
^c[rit5f ffcT ...III- ii. 10 
q* *nf &q r i T grenT5>gn...lll. i-16 

5RW?: ^..ill- i-17 

^re??wiTgn^*rcrn£rw% * fosra...vn.ii. 13 
W3FrrcRq?5w£ir (^fii€f)...ii- i. i 

..vii. ii. l 

*JR*mreRq5fr &&W 


fjTK ?^3T5 ^ sra^m (»pnr:) i. i. 0 

w^<w&rer (^r) s[3n: re»*sir:...ii. i- 2 
^TRt Wl,..l. i- 28 
^fnarto; 5K5...II-ii-32 

fe|F' H fel^...n. i- 15 ... 

3 FK c% {^^...11- i- 14 ... 
fa arT Sfe^ T c Taar R 3 W...II. ii. 20 

-ctlc+II...VIT. i. 22 ... .». 

fttTsaFJff ^?SB?I...III. i- H 
fefrre hiwwipi ?%...vi, i. 16 
fiwn B l r sRf'JJR siFforefa: CTararPtfer 

Il. i -8 

^^fefWT...IV. ii. 11 
If^F ^...V. ii. 10 

gq fata T 3 ...i- i- 22 

^qWcft 5THT...TII. ii. 20 ... 
sw^irr; (^fw)»TWj:...II. ii. 2 
g T S ^ ^ r P r^^Tfs ^Mfo^Hl T ^ T ^ ...II. i. 30 

5 r^mW^Tsr^...vii. ii. is 
5 imi^rrmq s Nr...IlI. ii. 21 ... 

«Hii^^Ts^9(qic^)...r[. ii.ii ... . 

«*rcrq...jx. i.4 

RfcT =sr ^I^5.HTri;...X. i. 5 

^T^WKlr^...I[. ii. 26 ... 

Hcqft 5 sqc% JT^T% ^q^gliRW M ...IV. i. 7. 

«^BWflwRl5IH...lV. i. 1 ... 

sre^Fq sr^T^^r' ^trit ^wwai l^ ^q ^C r ( SF q gqmfouiH ) 
*riMfa;...i. i- 8 




Page. 


201 

134 

117 

117 

255 

51 

233 


10 

55 

34 

99 

68 

68 

93 

229 

109 

198 


61 

177 

162 

179 

31 

143 
80 
77 

252 

144 
94 

289 

330 

96 

150 

145 


23 



























\\ Page. 

Sf^^.-.IX. i. 2 ... ... ... ... 288 

( STtH )...I. ii. 7 ... ... 46 

mftfk 3>rer? ...I- ii. 17 ... ... 50 

^ T ^IW^r r: ...IV. ii. 10 ... ... ... ... 162 

...III. ii. 13 ; III. ii. 16 ... ... 136, 138 

SffcT ...II. ii. 36 ... ... ... 101 

S!Wlciq?%SITSlT^...II. ii. 35 ... ... ... 101 

sn^nRw; ^ gr rafe rf^sr^ qft qn^nsraR^r ...YIII. i. 9 279 

... 161 
... 198 

... 196 

... 59 

... 258 

69, 132 
... 89 

... 277 

47, 48, 49 


...IV. ii. 8 

q q g nfr r m ...vi. i. 15 
grr siffa: ...vi. i. 11 

*irafaq>5 ...VII. ii..20 

) ...n. ii -17 

vui. i. 6 ... 

* ...I. ii. 10; I. ii. 12; I. ii. 14 ; I. ii. 16 


^qu qr -qRre l^ ...viii i. 5 

^TOT^T^R^ffcrp^I^RL... 1 ii 3 

• ."W- iJ 19 

fprrj[m: ...vi. ii. 10 

...111. i. 3 ... ... ... 


'tPsiir+Hq: ^nursjcTJ ...II. ii. 37 
#sqi; qftflHUTf*! #TFTrfrrTitT 

...iv. i. 11 

i- 18 ... 

^TRT 4Hl(lrcn^ ...IV. ii. 9 



276 

39 

142 

204 

105 

102 

154 

70 

162 


...X. ii. 7 


aflMirdi ...VII- ii. 11 ... 

SKlft ^WRq,...I. i. 20 ... 
?g^Tniir¥rm%TrTsr i- 30 

WHK.+i ra: qapfrr. ...II. i. 23 
^PI TgT ...X. ii. 2 

^f^rrn%¥iiTn^€^ra sFso^qfri 5 ...n. ii- 31 
^Fiprtse^i...i i- 27 ... 

!P?grR|'q^R^...V. i. 7 

m 


255 

31 

36 

74 

333 

99 

34 

167 



























Page. 

...vii. ii. 19 ... ... 258 

^Tfir fafrrfa ^ ...ill. i. 9 ... ... 108 

^qfrfoi Ri Trare g r g wMqfr tg» ...x. i. 2 ... ... 327 

3 *jc*rr^qcT!n* ...v. i. 18 ... ... ... 174 

srohrr^sng: ...it. i. 4 ... ... ... ... 58 

55W«rsn^T: ... 11 . i. 9 ... ... ... ... 62 

...IX. ii. 8 ... # ... ... ... 321 

g^rw ran ...v. i. 11 ... ... ... 169 

g^wafrlll fRH: anwcru... V. ii. 14 ... ... 181 

...vi. i. 14 ... ... ... ... 197 

SWTO ...IX. ii. 4 ... ... 314 

















APPENDIX B. 

Different Readings and Interpretations , as given by Professor Chandrakdnta 

Tarkdlankara of Calcutta . 

J rofessor Chandrakdnta 

——- observes , under Li. i: I'he classification of Pharma, Merit or 
eritorious acts, is not shown by Kandda , as it does not fall within the scope 
i his philosophy; for, he has undertaken the &dstra with the purpose of 
eaching tattva-jft&nayy, , knowledge of truth, only. 

comments on I. i. 2 : Wherefrom does the production of the Good and 
he Ultimate Good result? The production of the Good and the Ultimate 
jood results from Pravritti , activity or employment, that is (observed in the 
/orld as) exertion of speech, mind, and the body. Therein, it is said, that 
person cultivates Dharma with the speech, by telling agreeable and whole- 
»omc truths and studying the sacred writings; with the mind, by showing 
ompassion, contentment, and faith; with the body, by practising charity and 
elieving the poor and the distressed and those who are in danger, 

Wift This text of the Veda also shows that Dharma is 
le designate of the word, 1 Yajati,' to perform (sacrifices, &c.) 

- introduces I. i. 4 : Dharma presents two’aspects, that is, under 

he characteristic of Pravritti or worldly activity, and the characteristic of 
Nivritti or withdrawal from worldly activity. Of these, Dharma , characterised 
by Nivritti , brings forth tattvafndnaniy or knowledge of truths, by means of 
emoval of sins and other blemishes. Hence. 

--and observes : (1) Here the separate enumeration of Sdmdnya , etc,, is 

unnecessary, on account of their non-divergence ; for, Sdmdnya , etc., falling, as 
they do, within Substance, etc., do not differ from the latter. Their separate 
mention, Tiowever, is justified on the possibility of difference in the mode of 
reatment adopted by the author. Systems, differing in their methods, are taught 
for the benefit of embodied souls, differing from one another. This is, then, the 
Vatietika System, of which the distinctive features are Sdmdnya , etc,, as are, 
in the other (Nydya) System, Doubt, etc., although they are included in the Proof 
and the Provable, respectively. Accordingly, this System is enabled to stand 
apart by means of Sdmdnya and the other Predicables; and so it is called 
the Vatiesika System. Otherwise it would be merely an Upanisat teaching 
Adhydtma-vidyd, Philosophy of the Embodied Self. ****** S&manyam ’ 
means possession of similarity. * * * Doubt and Error arise from 

observation of) Sdmdnyam and from non-observation of Vi&esa or (distinctive) 
peculiarity. Observing the common properties, altitude and extension, of a 
pillar and a person, and remaining ignorant of their differentia, one feels the 
loubt whether it be a pillar or a person; error also arises in this way: observing 








common property only and in consequence of fault or jniperfectio; 
one mistakes a pillar for a person or a mother of pearl for a piece ot silve 
False cognition, again, is the root of all suffering. It is for this reason tha 
'Sam&nyam , has been separately mentioned, notwithstanding that it is include 
in Substance, etc. ‘Vi^esa 1 is that by whieh a thing is reduced to itself 
Falt>e cognition which springs from (observation of only) the common propert 
is corrected by the observation of the distinctive property: whence arise 
correct knowledge, which is called taltva-jftanam. * * 8 For this reasr 

4 Viiirsa * is separately mentioned, although it is included in Substance, eU 
If, again, it is a single reality that, being determined in particular ways, come 
to be used as 4 Samanyarn 1 and 4 Vi^esa,’ then it falls within (the class cl 
A-tributes. Or, if these are mere technical names, then they are not additions 
Predicables. 1 SamavSya ’ means complete approximation, i.c„ identification 
as it has been said, 4 Samav 3 ya ’ is inseparable existence. * * * 4 Samav^yr; 

is an attribute, which is the counter-opposite of Separateness, either character 
ised as plurality or characterised as differenceJn kind. It inheres in Substance 
and does not possess Attribute ; nor is it a form of Action. Now, birth mean 
a particular conjunction (of the Self) with the body, the senses, and ths 
feelings. Thereafter the Ji v a errs that the Self has no separate existenc 
from the body, etc,, in consequence of which a person transmigrates an, 
suffers a multitude of pains, and on the cessation of which he is liberated, th 
stream of his sufferings being dried up. Hence 4 Samav&ya,’ though include 
in Attributes, is separately mentioned. 

(2) There are other Predicables also, viz., pramdna , Proof; promeyu 
Provables; sarpdaya, Doubt; prciyojana, Purpose ; driftdnta , Instance; siddhanta 
Tenet; avavava, Member (of a syllogism) ; tarka, Confutation (or Reasoning) 
nirnaya, Ascertainment; vdda , Discussion; jalpa, Wrangling; vitandd , Cavilling; 
hetvdbhdsa, Fallacy ; ch/ia/a, Equivocation Showing the futility of the mark 
of inference; and nigraha-sthdna , Ground of Defeat or Opponent's Error. 
These too come under the Predicables of Kandda. 

(3) The Supreme Good results from knowledge of truth about the 
Self, etc., while knowledge of truth about the rest is auxiliary to it. False 
knowledge about the Seif, etc., is of various kinds, e.g., the sense of Non-Egt, 
in the Ego, the sense of Ego in the Non-Ego. 

- observes, under 1 . i. 5: The separate mention of Time and Space 

is intended to indicate the difference in the uses of these terms according to 
the difference of the effects. Akd&a % though it is one, still admits of a variety 
of names and uses, according to the difference of effects. It is not that Time 
and Space are essentially different objects from Aka 6 a, Ether. 

- interprets I. i. 13, to mean that an attribute sometimes destroys its, 

cause, (e.g., in chemical compounds), and sometimes does not destroy i 
(e.g., in physical compounds or masses). i 

-- observes, under I. i. 15: Although the Self is void of action, t.e. 

change, still it appears to possess action by the action of the mind or interna 
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jrgan of sense, in the state of its phenomenal existence; and hence it is called 


• •4 

in 


a Substance. 

- reads I. i. 19, as Ubhayalhd gtmdl} instead of as Tathd gunah and, 

interprets it to mean that Attributes sometimes become the cause of Substance, 
Attribute, and Action, and sometimes do not. 

- reads I, i. 21 and 22 as one aphorism, 

and interprets it thus : Action does not become the immediate cause of 
substances. Why ? In consequence of its cessation. For, when a Substance 
becomes what it is, at that moment cessation of Action takes place. Action 
n the constituent parts of a Substance ceases on conjunction, and the 
Substance becomes what it is. Action, therefore, is not an immediate cause 
in the production of Substances. What the author means to say is, as the 
expression shows, that the mediate causality of Action in the production of 
Substances is not refuted. 

_ introduces I. ii. i,as follows : Predicables called Substance, Attribute, 

d Action have been mentioned. Their Sdmdnya or common characteristic 
been stated. Their Vijega or distinctive characteristic, again, follows from 
contrariety to the common characteristic. All this is sufficient for the pro- 
jtion of tatlva-jadna. The Supreme Good results from tattva-jfidna. This is 
• avarga, Salvation. But what is its characteristic form? How does It 
lpear ?—All this is now being described. 

And explains the same to mean: Non-existence of the effect, e.g., the 
lulls (namely, desire, aversion, and infatuation), etc., (results) from non- 
xistence of the cause, e.g., false knowledge ( e.g„ the idea of the Self in the 
lot-Self), etc. “Thus, Pain, birth, activity, faults, and false knowledge,-on the 
uccessive annihilation of these in turn, there is the annihilation of the one 
ext before the other,” (Nyaya Sutram, I. i. 2), the ultimate consequence being 
emancipation, the return of the Self into its own nature. 

- introduces I. ii. 2, as follows: The aphorism is meant for them who 

hink that apavarga is mere absence of pain. 

And explains it thus : Non-existence of the cause, viz., birth, etc., does 
not follow from non-existence of the effect, vie., pain. Birth, etc., therefore, may 
still take place even when no pain exists. If birth, etc., are thus possible, 
then there is possibility of pain also, in consequence of the appearance of the 
causes of pain. Apavarga , accordingly, does not lie in the mere absence of 
ain, but in the permanent impossibility of pain, resulting in the order of the 

ccessive non-existence of false knowledge, etc. 

- explains I. ii. 8, thus: Existence is a different ‘object’ from Substance, 

\ttribute, and Action. Substance, Attribute, and Action are called objects (VIII. 
ii. 3). Existence is, therefore, included amongst them. But it is not contained 
n the ascertained classes of Substance, Attribute, and Action. Hence it is 
■tid to be a different object from them, (the known classes). 

- reads I. ii, 17, with the omission of the word linga in vifcta-linga,- 
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appearance of different effects (<karya-antara-apradurbhavat cha ), and Sound (is) 
nqt an attribute of tangible things {&abdah sparsavatdm agunah ), - the meaning, 
however, remaining the same. 

- observes , under II. i # 27 , that the idea of Kandda is that Time as well 

as Space are really identical with Ether. 

: ~ob$eryes % under II, ii, 12 : According to Kandda , it appears, there is 
but one Substance, variously called as Ether, Time, and Space. For, he has 
taken much pain to establish the difference of Ether from tangible things, Self, 
and Mind, but ,he has made no attempt to prove the difference of Ether from 
Time and Space as well. Nor has he attempted to prove the difference of Time 
and Space themselves from any other Substance. It may be, therefore, con¬ 
sidered that with the difference of Ether, the: differenceof Time and Space also 
has been established. But it may be asked, if there be one Substance only, 
how does it come to be variously called as Ether, Time, and Space ? He replie 
that this is due to the variety of effects produced by it (II. ii. 13) and also 
the variety of external conditions attending it (II. ii. 14, 15, and 16). 

A—■—reads II. ii. 34 as Pralhamd-ddi-&<*bddt while the meaning rein? 
unchanged. (Adi=and others, e.g., the second). 

-- -reads II. ii. 36 as simply sandigdhdty , supplying for himself the reasr 

for the declaration there, and joins the latter part of it to II. ii 37, and interpre 
it to mean that in spite of plurality of individual sounds, their definite enum 
ration is possible by means of reference to their genera or types. 

- -interprets III. i. 3 to mean that the sense or the object cannot be 

mark for the inference of the Self. 

— - - reads III. i. 5 and 6 as one aphorism, and explains it in the sense tin 

as cognition is found within one effect, e.g 0f the body, and is not found withii 
another effect, e.g. f ajar, therefore, it follows that there can be no cognition ii 
their combinative causes (which must be the same in both cases). 

- explains III. i. 7* thus : Something quite different is the mark 0.1 

inference of the Self; the sense or the object cannot be such a mark. What this 
'something quite different* is, is declared in the eighteenth aphorism of this 
chapter.' 

- splits up III. i. 15 into two aphorisms : 41 Aprasidhah anapadedah ” 

and 44 Asansandigdhah cha anapadesahy 

.- reads the words 1 bhdvah * and 4 abhavah * in III. ii. 1 in a compound 

form as 4 bhdvdbhdvah 1 

- ;—observes that in III. ii. 6—17, the author gives, in the form of. 

dialogue, contrary arguments as to whether the Self be an object of perception 
only, or of inference only, or of both, and gives his own conclusion in III. ii. 1 $ 

- Interprets III. ii. 19, 20, and 21 in the monistic sense, namely, th 

there exists only one Self, variously differentiated ou the phenomenal plane, 
witnessed by such texts as 44 One only, without a second/' 44 One shining Bei 

% 
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is immanent in all created things,” 44 All Selves become one,” “All Selves em&^ 
nate from this, same Self,” “Two birds,” etc. 

- prefers to read IV. i. 3, 4, and 5 as two aphorisms only, viz. t kdrana- 

bhavai karyabhavo' nilya iti / and Vise sat ah prali$edhabhdvo } vidyd / and interprets 
them to mean, respectively, “ The nature of the effect, (though) following from 
the nature of the cause (which is eternal) is non eternal/’ and “ It is an error 
to suppose that because things (*£., atoms) exist as effects (e.g , compound 
bodies), therefore they cannot exist in the causal (or atomic) state/’—in order to 
explain the application of the word “non-eternal” in I. i. 8 where the reference 
is to things which are products. 

- reads IV. ii. 3 as two aphorisms, viz ., 44 Gundntardptddurbhdv&chchaf 

and 44 Na trydtmakamf 

- reads in V. i. 7, Sarriskdra in the place of Samyoga . 

- explains adrista in V. ii. 2 in the sense of unseen natural forces, the 

causes of seismic disturbances, of the revolution of the terrestrial globe round 
the sun, and of other actions in Earth. 

- splits up V. ii. 8 into two aphorisms, viz. } Apdm Sahghdlah t and 

Vilayanancha tejah samyogat. 

- cuts off Vidyatevd'rthdntaratvdt yamasya from VI. ii. 8, and reads it 

as a separate aphorism. 

- interprets VII. i. 16 to mean that minuteness and magnitude may be 

predicated of action and attribute. 

- takes the word parimandata in VII. i. 20 in the sense of perfect 

sphericity, 

and introduces VII. i. 22 as giving examples of it, which may be both small 
and large. 

-*——explains VII. ii. 5 as demolishing the view contained in VII. ii. 4, 

and explainswttl. ii. 6, in support of the above interpretation o? VII. ii. 5, 
thus: Did not uni^^xist everywhere, thera would be no bhaldi , production, of 
things at all. Foijgany one thing is the joint product of‘several things; but 
there can be no such production in the absence of one-ness or unity; unity, 
therefore, exists in all places. * 

- reads VII. ii. 12 as two aphorisms, viz., Karmabhirkarmani gunair- 

gttndlp and Ayiitvamahaltvdbhydmiti % and explains them in the same way as 
VII. i. 16. 


- reads VII. ii. 24 and 25 as one aphorism. 

-- interprets VII. ii. 28 to mean that Combination is proved to be an 

attribute in the same way as is existence, and further, that, like existence, Com¬ 
bination also ia produced by itself, t\e t , deos not depend upon any other Combi¬ 
nation for its production# 

- ~observes y under VIII. i. 2, that among substances, Self, Mind, and 

ther are not objects of perception. 

-- reads VIII. i. 9 as two aphorisms, viz. % Samavdyinah tivaityachchh - 

ya buddhe&cha tvete btiddhili, and Ta ete kdryakaranabhdte . 


gif 

















-- introduces the topic of Non-Existence with the observation that Non- 

£xistence is not the seventh predicable, inasmuch as absolute non-existence, 
e.g. t a castle in the air, is not a predicable at all, while non-existence of the 
existent, in the forms of non-production, destruction, and absence of identity, 
^cannot exceed the number of the six predicables. 

-- interpretes IX. i. 2 and 3 to mean that whatever is non-existent prior 

to its appearance as an effect, is non-existent only by the nature of an effect, but 
is really existent at the time by the nature of a cause, and that, therefore, it is 
essentially different from absolute non-existences. 

- concludes the first chapter of the ninth book with the observation that, 

in the view of Kandda } there are only three independent and ultimate predicables, 
namely, Substance, Attribute, and Action, for, while describing the process of 
yogic cognition of all realities, he deals with these three predicables only, and is 
entirely silent with regard to the other so-called predicables. 

- —reads Salt cha of X. i. 5 as a sepatate aphorism, and explains it thus : 

Cognition arises, Salt] ie. f in respect of objects actually existing at the moment. 
Cognition accordingly relates to past, present, and future objects. But this is 
not the case with pleasure and pain. Herein also, therefore, there is difference 
between cognition, oh the one hand, and pleasure and pain, on the other. 

- reads Ekadege ill of X. i. 7 with X. i. 6, and explains it as giving an 

additional reason why pleasure and pain cannot be forms of cognition, the 
meaning being that pleasure and pain are localised in the body, whereas cogni¬ 
tion is not so localised. 

_ reads X. ii. 4 as two aphorisms, viz., Tatha rupe\ and Kdranai - 

karlha-Samavaydchcha. 
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